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The purpose of this study was to evaluate the student personnel
services rendered at a public two-year community college.The insti-
tution chosen for the study was Lethbridge Community College, located
in Lethbridge, Alberta, Canada.
Six hundred and one people, representing seven population groups,
were randomly selected for participation in this study.Two hundred
and seventy-one respondents (45.1%) completed and returned the
questionnaire.The groups selected, and the percentage of return are
as follows: present college students (45.5%); Lethbridge Community
College graduates (May, 1975) (59%); full-time faculty members (59%);
all surviving members of the board of governors, 1968- 1975 (68%);
parents of present students (26%); members of the student personnel
staff (100%); and officers of Lethbridge Community College (70%).
The responses of this population to a 30 item questionnaire
provided the basic data for the study.Additional demographic data
collected from the two student groups were also considered in the study.
An analysis of variance design was used to determine the signi-ficance of the differences in the evaluation of the 30 student personnel
service statements by the seven groups selected for the study.A
similar procedure was employed in assessing the differences that
might occur as a result of age, sex, educational background,
financial aid or sponsorship, and use of selected student services.
Within the limitations of this study, the following major con-
clusions were drawn.
1. There were significant differences in the evaluation of 18
of the 30 statements, by the seven groups selected for this
study.Of the differences that occurred, most appeared
in the responses given by parents and faculty members.
2. Significant differences were found between the evaluation of
the student personnel services staff and the remaining six
groups, on 16 of the 30 statements.There was a high degree
of congruency in the evaluations assigned by the student
personnel services group, students, board members, and
officers of the college.
3. No significant differences were found between the evaluation
of the 30 statements by males and females.
4. There was no significant difference in the evaluation of the
30 statements by 97% of the respondents represented by
three age groups.The remaining 3%, represented by two groups,
under 18 and over 45, accounted for the only significant
differences according to age.A larger sample of respondents
would be required before a reliable conclusion could be
drawn regarding the presence of significant differencesin the evaluations assigned by the latter groups.
5. The results provided by the question regarding educational
background indicated that only two statements were evaluated
significantly different by the various groups.Thus, there
was essentially little difference in the way that students
from varying educational backgrounds evaluated the 30 state-
ments.
6. Students receiving financial aid or sponsorship did not differ
widely in their assessment of the 30 student personnel
services statements.Significant differences were present in
the evaluation of only two of the statements.The two
statements represented "basic skill development" and "applicant
consulting."
7. There was no significant difference in the evaluation of the
30 statements by students who used the selected student
services and those who had not.
8. The reliability study, conducted as part of this project,
resulted in a reliability coefficient of .97.
9. Ranking of the 30 statements by each of the seven groups
on the basis of means provided favorable evidence to support
the premise that a high degree of similarity exists between
the evaluations assigned by the student personnel services
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IINTRODUCTION
The twentieth century two-year college, considered by Clark Kerr
(1971) the most unique institution in the history of American education,
offers a variety of programs for a more heterogenous student body than
any other type of institution in higher education.Medsker (1958) ob-
served that this variety of educational program has been considered
not only a fact but a responsibility.
Gordon (1970) suggested that the rationale for student personnel
services is inherent in the basic philosophy of the community college.
Community colleges have assumed the enormously difficult task of ed-
ucating a highly diversified student body.This diversity is a built-
in factor as a result of the philosophy of community colleges.The
"open-door" policy, common to many two-year colleges, is an example
of how this philosophy is translated into practise.
According to Collins (1967) it is clear that for students to choose
wisely among many different courses and curricula leading to a variety
of future careers, "They must be assisted in identifying their abilities
and aptitudes, their deficiencies and their potentialities, and in ra-
tionalizing their aspirations."These and other student development
functions, are performed by staff members in student personnel services.
Brumbaugh (1950) stated that if the junior college is to discharge2
its social responsibility effectively, it should have, in additionto
an education program of good quality, a well organized and an efficient-
ly operated student personnel program.
The widespread existence of student personnel serviceson the com-
munity college campus is testimony to their acceptance by these institu-
tions. However, the degree to which these services successfully meet the
needs of the students they serve must be determined bysome method of
evaluation.
Despite the optimism expressed by the writers previously quotedin
this introduction, constant and thorough evaluationsmust be undertaken
to insure the maintenance of high quality service to students.No group
of educators can hope to be either successfulor accepted if they cannot
demonstrate by word or action, that they are indeed contributingto the
development of the student.Evaluation, then, is one way of accomplish-
ing this goal.
Little is known about the evaluative perceptions of studentperson-
nel services held by individuals other than students, faculty, and ad-
ministration. Most of the research reviewed in preparationfor this
study dealt with the opinions and perceptions of these threegroups.
Using these groups may be the most appropriate procedure; however,it is
also quite possible that increased involvement by people fromother com-
munity sectors may indicate the necessity for including theirevalua-
tionsin a study of this kind.
Robbins (1972) and other researchers indicated that the beliefs and
perceptions of the people who make up the various community college pub-3
lics also must be examined and taken into consideration when college
programs are being planned or evaluated.Unfortunately, no clear consen-
susexists in the literature on the definition of the "community"as it
applies to the college community.Most researchers offer suggestions
but each list differs from other lists byone or more of its components.
Alexander Streloff (1961), in his guide to public relations forthe
two-year college, proposed that twenty sectors exerted significantim-
pact upon an institution.Streloff's sectors were divided into two major
groups, internal publics and external publics.These are diagrammed in
figure 1.The seven groups selected for this studywere developed from
Streloff's internal publics.As indicated by Streloff, these groups
possess at least two common characteristics:a general knowledge of the
college, its programs and its operation; andan expressed interest in
the college itself.
As previously mentioned, the three groups traditionally surveyedin
evaluation studies, namely students, faculty and administration,are
included in this study.The student group was composed of people from
the pool of present college students, and those who hadgraduated from
the college in May 1975.The addition of two groups, representing other
sectors of the college community, provides an opportunityto determine
the relevant significance of their perceptions inevaluating student
personnel services.These two internal publics, or groups, are mem-
bers of governing boards,both present and past; and parents of present
students.The last group of people considered in this studywere the
staff members working in the student personnelservices department of4
FIGURE 1
THE COMMUNITYAS DEVELOPED FROM
STRELOFF'S LIST
External
Publics
Internal
Publics
Internal Publics External Publics
1.Governing board 1.High school students
2.Administration and staff 2.High school faculty
3.Faculty 3.Four year college faculty
4.Students full time 4.Four year college students
5.Students - part time 5.Business groups
6.Students - adult, cont.ed. 6.Labor organizations
7.Parents 7.Public media
8.Alumni 8.Spectators - public events
9.Government - federal
10.Government - state
11.Government - local
12.Community groups5
the Lethbridge Community College.This group, which was not part of
Streloff's list of internal publics, except as a sub-group of faculty
or administration, was added for a specific purpose.These people
have been instrumental in developing the student personnel program in
the college selected for this study.The investigator is theorizing
that members of this group, who are the functioning practitioners
directly involved with providing services to students, possess signi-
ficantly different perceptions, and will evaluate the services higher
and more positively, than the other six groups.
A number of questions relative to age, sex, educational background,
financial support, and student usage of selected student services were
added to the questionnaires sent to the two student groups.
A large percentage of students attending Alberta Community
Colleges are financially sponsored or assisted by provincial and
federal agencies.These agencies include the Canada Manpower Centre,
the Department of Indian Affairs, the Alberta Vocational Training
Department, the Department of Social Development, and the Unemployment
Insurance Commission.It is generally recognized by the people in
these departments that many of their clients have a marked history
of failing in one area or another.Generally, these students are
older than the average community college student and arrive at the
institution via several different routes.The investigator suggests
that the background, ages and needs of these sponsored students may
influence the way in which they evaluate student personnel services.
The demographic data that has been collected will provide some
indication of the background and student services experiences shar-6
ed by the respondents.The statistical analysis provided in Chapter 1V
relates responses on the questionnaire to the data providedby the demo-
graphic inquiries.
Statement of Problem
The central problem of this study was the evaluation ofstudent per-
sonnel services rendered at Lethbridge Community College.The evaluative
perceptions of seven groups were compared inan effort to determine whet-
her or not there were significant differences betweenthe groupsin the
way that they evaluated student personnel services.The groups selected
for this study were:
Group 1 - Lethbridge Community College present students,
(Winter 1975, Fall 1975)
Group 2 - Lethbridge Community College graduates,
(May 1975)
Group 3 - Lethbridge Community College full-time faculty
members, (Fall 1975)
Group 4 - Members of Lethbridge Community College boards
of governors, (1968-1975)
Group 5 - Parents of present students, (Winter 1975
Fall 1975)
Group 6Lethbridge Community College student personnel
staff, (Fall 1975)
Group 7Lethbridge Community College officers,(Fall 1975)7
Purpose of the Study
This study was designed to:
1. determine how each of the seven groups participating inthe
study perceived the effectiveness of the student personnel
services at Lethbridge Community College;
2. determine what statistically significant differenceswere
identifiable among the perceptions held by theseven groups;
3. develop an evaluation model for student personnelservices
at Lethbridge Community College that could be used in the
future.
Importance of the Study
The Department of Student Personnel Serviceswas established on
the campus of the Lethbridge Community College in 1971.Prior to
that time, various services were offered by different individualsand
schools within the College, but therewas little effort to consolidate
the services into a comprehensive program underone administrator.
In less than five years, the Department of Student Services has
grown tremendously in size and scope of operation.The rapid growth
of this vital part of the College has allowed littletime for objec-
tive evaluation of the services being performed by the studentper-
sonnel educators involved with theprogram.
The need for an evaluation of the Lethbridge Community College
student personnel program has recently been recognized by boththis
investigator and by the College itself.Both parties have agreed8
that a carefully designed study, taking into account input from all
sectors of the college community, was a logical way of evaluating the
present program.
The President and Board of Governors of Lethbridge Community
College have given full approval for this project.It is their hope
that future expansion, intended to maximize service to students, might
be guided by the results of such a study.
Null Hypotheses Tested
1. There is no significant difference in the evaluation of student
personnel services by each of the seven groups.
2. There is no significant difference between the evaluation of
student personnel services by Lethbridge Community College
present students and student personnel services staff.
3. There is no significant difference between the evaluation of
student personnel services by Lethbridge Community College
graduates and student personnel services staff.
4. There is no significant difference between the evaluation of
student personnel services by Lethbridge Community College
full-time faculty members and student personnel services staff.
5. There is no significant difference between the evaluation of
student personnel services by members of Lethbridge Community
College boards of governors and student personnel services
staff.9
6. There is no significant difference betweenthe evaluation of
student personnel services by parents of present Lethbridge
Community College students and student personnel services
staff.
7. There is no significant difference between the evaluationof
student personnel services by Lethbridge Community College
officers and student personnel services staff.
Null Hypotheses Developed from the Demographic Data
8. There is no significant difference in the evaluation of
student personnel services by students in each of the five
educational background groups.
9. There is no significant difference in the evaluation of
student personnel services by each agegroup.
10.There is no significant difference in the evaluation of
student personnel services by males and females.
11. There is no significant difference in the evaluation of
student personnel services by students indicating financial
support or sponsorship from any of the seven sources noted
on the questionnaire.
12. There is no significant difference in the evaluation of
student personnel services by students who had used the
selected student services and those who hadnot.10
Definition of Terms
The College:The Lethbridge Community College,a two-year public
community college located in Lethbridge, Alberta, Canada.
Perception:The importance attributed to, and the conscious
opinion and knowledge which respondents have regarding,the student
personnel services at the Lethbridge CommunityCollege.
Student Personnel Services:As defined in the preamble of the
questionnaire, student personnel services shall be identifiedas a
comprehensive organization of functions in higher education,including
registration and admissions, guidance and counseling,financial aid,
student activities, housing, placement andcareer planning, pre-
college information, student advisement and judicialaffairs.Occa-
sionally, other functions, suchas orientation, educational testing
and intercollegiate athletics are also included.
Community College Publics:For the purpose of this study, seven
sectors of the community, which affect the community impactupon the
institution, have been identified.These include governing boards,
college officers, faculty members, full-time students,graduates,
parents and members of the student personnel staff.11
Limitation of the Study
The principal limitation of this study is thatit deals exclu-
sively with Lethbridge Community College,Lethbridge, Alberta, Canada.
The data and findings are, therefore, applicableprimarily to that
particular institution.It is possible that the study will have
generalized relevance to other college settings.However, any such
relevance is likely to be very tangential andspeculative.12
IIREVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Brubacher (1958) states that student personnel servicesof some
kind have been in existence in American colleges since thefounding of
Harvard in 1636.It is only recently, however, that student personnel
work has emerged as an identifiable, integralpart of higher education.
According to Feder (1959), social scientists tendto accredit a profes-
sionwhen it can be identified on the basis of titles, formalstatements
issued to the public, national associations, publications,and the est-
ablishment of entrance requirements.Kate Muller (1961) observes that
for student personnel work, all these events took placeafter 1930.
Four notable eras existed in the history of collegestudent person-
nel services.The emergence of the profession started with the initial
establishment and eventual growth of colleges anduniversities from the
early colonial period through the 1860's.The appearance of the land-
grant colleges in the latter part of this expansion period providedan
added impetus to the growth of student personnel services.
During the years from 1870 to 1920, American educationwas greatly
influenced by the ideas and theories of people educatedin the German
universities.Monroe (1972) states that advocates of the German model
thought that the university should restrict itsenrollment to the intel-
lectual elite, who would followcareers as researchers and scholars.
Students who wanted to attend university fora general education, enjoy-
ment of a better life, or preparation for less than professional
careers were expected to go elsewhere.13
Student personnel work again moved into prominenceduring the years
from 1920 to 1945, when the development of thewhole student again
became the goal of higher education.This educational concept was de-
velopedmore fully during the post-World War II period.
Since 1945 student personnel programs have tendedto adopt one or
both of two emerging models.These are the "Student Personnel Point of
View " and the "Student Development Model."Beginning with the revised
edition of the "Student Personnel Point of View"in 1949, noticeable
changes have occurred in student personnel services.After a decade of
general acceptance of the "Student PersonnelPoint of View" in the
fifties, a new concept emerged.Student personnel services as a comple-
ment, rather than a supplement, became the goal of peoplein the field.
More recently, a behavioral orientationor "Student Development"
model appears to be gaining supportamong educators.The new student
development person is viewed by O'Banion (1971)as someone who is able
to survive the battles that rage in the academeand yet be warm-hearted
and deeply committed to the full development ofhuman potential.
College Student Personnel Work, 1630 to 1862
College student personnel services trulywere identified as a
unique product of the American heritage.Colonial governments assumed
responsibilitynot only for the intellectual development of the youth,
but for many other facets of their day-to-daylives.Leonard (1956)
points out that parental preoccupation withconquering the wilderness of
the New World left little time foran active family life.Colonists14
relied heavily upon local governments for assistancewith child-rearing
responsibilities that traditionally resided with the family.Schools
were expected to perform many of the functions later assumed by student
personnel workers.
Commenting on the control assumed by Colonial governmentsover the
lives of students, Leonard (1956) reported that:
As a result, in most of the Colonial academies and
colleges the students were housed and boarded.Their
recreation, manners, morals, religious life, and general
welfare, in addition to their studies,were closely
supervised.Personnel services were a constituent part
of the program . . .
The harsh conditions of early Colonial living undoubtedlyinfluenced
parents to send their children off to college atan early age.Quite
often the colleges were long distances from the student'shome and
college officials had to assume the position of acting inloco parentis.
The faculty members, many of whom were clergymen, demonstrated
marked personal interest in their students.Colonial educators consid-
ered housing, discipline, religious instruction,manners and general
student welfare as important as formal classroom instruction.
Leonard (1956) reported that charters granted by the Colonialgovern-
mentsoften specified that the colleges were responsible for housing
and boarding the students and for supervising theirlives both within
and outside the classrooms.
The early student personnel officers,whooften included the
president and faculty members, were requiredto patrol dormitories,
supervise dining halls, and report all absences andmisdemeanors to the15
board of trustees.
Until dormitories were constructed, lodging and feeding ofstudents
was a major concern.In many cases, the students were housed in the
homes of the president, faculty members,or carefully chosen neighbor-
hood homes.
Many of these functions, performed by Colonial presidentsand
faculty members, have in more recentyears been included in college
student personnel programs.
The Federal Period, 1780 to 1812
During the Federal Period (1780-1812), therewas a major shift in
emphasis noted in American education.Colleges and universities began
to place an increasing accent upon students' vocational goals.Although
religion was still considered important, the college'smajor aim was
changed to that of gathering and disseminating "useful knowledge."
Housing and feeding of students continued to be themost pressing
and troublesome problem of the colleges and universities.Dormitory
life was controlled rigidly, and the student's day beganat sunrise
with morning prayers and continued with classes, eveningprayers, and
long study hours at night.Many of the rules and regulations governing
student life were carried over from the Colonial colleges.However,
this period witnessed a decline in the severity ofpunishments for
infractions of the many rules.Some student activities appeared during
the latter years of the Federal Period, but thisaspect of student life
did not get a significant foothold until the literarysocieties16
flourished from 1812 to 1860.
Also during this period the need for improved food services became
increasingly apparent.Leonard (1956) attributes the development of
campus dining halls to the high cost of eating in the community.Super-
vision of the dining halls was the responsibility of the president and
members of faculty.This task was resented by the faculty and was one
of the first personnel services to be delegated to student personnel
workers.
The Rise of Universities, 1850 to 1920
The evolution of higher education on a nationwide basis changed the
perspective for student personnel programs.Increasing numbers of
students, from widely diversified backgrounds, placed new demands on
colleges.The appearance of these students intensified the need for the
organization of student personnel services into more formal, separate,
administrative units.The president now delegated the responsibility
for many areas to special persons who demonstrated an interest in work-
ing specifically in student personnel services.
Zimmerman (1963) reports that during the latter half of the nine-
teenth century changes occurred which significantly altered the future
for higher education in generaland for student personnel services in
particular.The migration of scholars, both Europeans and American,
who had been exposed to the German Model of education, was destined to
change the attitudes of educators toward the needs of college students.
Cowley (1937) captures the tone of change in this statement by William17
Eliot, President of Harvard College in 1869."Students were to be
considered adult men who could meet and solve theirreligious and other
problems in any way they personally pleased."
During the expansion period less emphasiswas placed on the housing
of students.Faculty members lost much of the studentcontact common to
colleges during the Colonial and Federal Periods.A large part of the
responsibility for attaining an educationwas placed squarely on the
shoulders of the student.The focus of American education had shifted
to an emphasis on research and scholarship.Concern for non-intellect-
ual student growth was rapidly disappearing.
Just prior to the turn of the century,a reaction against this
lack of interest in the total welfare of students beganto emerge.By
1890 Harvard College had establishedan office of the "dean of students
relations."A new era of student personnel workwas dawning in
American higher education.
Student Personnel Work, 1900 to 1975
The renewed concern for student welfare heightened the needto
clarify the role of student personnel workers.Niblack (1975) states
that the period of time between 1920 and the end of WorldWar II, saw
the acceptance of Cowley's (1940) view that studentpersonnel work con-
sisted of all non-instructional activities within whichthe "all round"
development of the student was the primaryconcern.
Hopkins (1926) conducted the first nationalsurvey of student
personnel functions being performed in colleges andreported that five18
functions were common to programs across thecountry:selection and
matriculation, personal services, curriculum and teaching,research,
and coordination.
In 1937 Ester Lloyd-Jones identified these legitimateareas of con-
cern:enrollment of students; educational, vocational, and personal
counseling; financial aid and part-time work; testingprograms; place-
ment; records; health; and housing.In the same year, the American
Council on Education published the pamphlet"The Student Personnel
Point of View."This document again identified servicesgermane to
student personnel programs.
In 1949, the American Council on Education Studiescommissioned a
second Committee on Student Personnel Work.This Committee, chaired by
E.G. Williamson, published a revised edition of the "StudentPersonnel
Point of View."The services included by Williamson (1949)were admis-
sions,personnel records, educational,vocational and personalcounseling,
physical and mental health, remedial services, food andhousing, activ-
ities programs, discipline, financial aid and placement,orientation,
foreign and married student counseling, anda program of evaluation.
According to Lloyd-Jones (1952) the early fiftiessaw the general
acceptance of the 1949 version of the "Student Personnel Point of View."
Minor deviations from this model seemed to reflectdifferences in indiv-
idual institutional philosophies.Zimmerman (1963) comments that the
1950's were characterized bya general lack of coordination in the area
of student personnel services.
During the 1960's writers like Williamson (1961), andMueller19
(1961) were broadening the definitionof student personnel work to
include closer involvement with the instructionalprogram.Emphasis
was being placed on the acceptance of student personnelwork as a com-
plement rather than a supplementto the formal instructional program.
Up until the mid-sixties, the literaturedoes not differentiate
between student personnelprograms in four-year colleges and universi-
ties and those in two-year colleges.In 1964, the Carnegie Corporation
funded a national committee, led by MaxR. Raines, to appraise junior
college personnel programs.Collins (1967) says that probably themost
significant contribution of this studywas the demonstration that basic
student personnel functions were definable.The Raines Committee iden-
tified twenty-one functions and classifiedthese into seven major di-
mensions. These were orientation, appraisal, consultation,participation,
regulation, service and organization.According to the Committee,
these seven dimensions, including the followingfunctions, were repre-
sentative of junior college student personnelprograms.
Basic Junior College Student PersonnelFunctions
1.Precollege Information 12.Student Self-Government
2.Student Induction 13.Student Registration
3.Group Orientation 14.Academic Regulation
4.Career Information 15.Social Regulation
5.Personnel Records 16.Financial Aids
6.Educational Testing 17.Placement
7.Applicant Appraisal 18.Program Articulation
7(a) Health Appraisal 19.In-Service Education
8. Student Counseling 20.Program Evaluation
9.Student Advisement 21.Administrative Organization
10.Applicant Consulting
11.Co-Curricular Activities20
Review of Related Studies in College Student Personnel Work
The literature surveyed in this section is concerned primarily
with two questions.First, what efforts have been attempted previously
to evaluate student personnel services?Second, what work has been done
to establish criteria and devise adequate instruments for the evaluation
of student personnel programs?
In reviewing the literature relative to student personnel services,
one is almost overwhelmed by the number and variety of studies that have
been undertaken in this area.Gladstein (1966) completed an extensive
search of the literature and found that of six hundred and sixty-two
doctoral dissertations produced in the area of student personnel since
1912, only twenty-seven, or four point one percent, involved the evalu-
ation of a student personnel service or entire student personnel program.
A detailed systematic search of the doctoral dissertations since
1966, initiated by the investigatorand conducted by Zerox University
Microfilms, produced these findings.In the past nine years
(1966-1975), sixty-one doctoral dissertations have been completed in
the area of evaluating student personnel services.Of this number,
fifteen dealt with community colleges, twenty-eight addressed the
problem of evaluating programs in public four-year institutions,
ten focused on private colleges, and eight evaluated student personnel
programs as they exist in general higher education.21
The majority of these studies dealt withdescriptions of
programs; guidelines for specific institutions; comparative
qualities of various programs; and beliefs heldby faculty,
administration and students, regarding studentpersonnel services.
The absence of an accepted standardset of criteria was
noticeably obvious in this search.Methods of evaluation seemed
to be limited to questionnaire and checklistapproaches.The
instruments of choice employed by the researchersincluded the
following three: The Wrenn-Kamm ReactionInventory to Student
Personnel Services and the EvaluationReport Form; Eric Rackham's
Student Personnel Services Inventory; andClarence Nahler's
Inventory-Student Personnel Services As YouSee Them.Most of
the other evaluative studies usedvariations of these instruments
or devised a measuring tool appropriate fora local study.
The search disclosed a marked scarcityof research relative
to the opinions and perceptions held byother populations involved
with specific institutions of highereducation.This is
particularly significant with respectto community colleges,
where,according to Robbins (1972),a basic knowledge and
understanding of the beliefs held by thosepublics involved with
community colleges is a must if the goalof mutual understanding
and support is ever to be attained.
As a functioning part of thecommunity college, student
personnel services is no exception.It is expected to relate not22
only to students and faculty but to all of the groups contributing
to the growth and support of the institution.
Starting with the first national survey by Hopkins (1926),
efforts of varying degrees of sophistication have been made to
evaluate student personnel services.The Hopkins study, composed
primarily of data gathered from brief two-or three-day visitsat
fourteen institutions of higher learning, yielded a subjective
rating of student personnel programs according to the functions
being performed.No evaluation of separate programs at the various
institutions visited was published.
In 1929, one of the first single institutional evaluations
of student personnel service programs was completed by Esther
Lloyd-Jones.By studying data compiled from a survey of 10,000
students, a comprehensive system of student personnel serviceswas
established at Northwestern University.Cowley (1931) studied
sixteen separate areas of student personnel involvementat Ohio
State University.Through the use of interviews, job analysis,
investigation of time schedules, and identification of functions,
the conclusion was reached that coordination of thestudent
personnel program was necessary.A similar study by E.G. Williamson
and T.R. Sarbin (1951) at the University of Minnesotaalso
indicated that a coordinated programwas needed.
Devlin (1968) noted that therewas a marked scarcity of
survey activity reported in the literature immediately priorto
and during World War II.Blaesser (1954) observed that The23
American College Personnel Association Committee on Research and
Publications reported that from 1924-1940 no papers were presented
at conventions relevant to the topic of evaluating comprehensive
student personnel programs.
Wrenn and Kamm (1948) expressed the belief that the decline
in efforts to evaluate student personnel services was due
primarily to a lack of adequate criteria against which the
effectiveness of the services could be judged.They further
hypothesized that evaluation was often neglected because there
was little consensus among experts in the field as to what services
and functions are, or should be, included in a student personnel
services program.
There have been a number of efforts made to tryto establish
criteria whereby student personnel programs could be appraisedor
evaluatedand to devise appropriate instruments with which to
accomplish this task.
One of the first efforts in this regard was advanced by
Brumbaugh and Smith (1932).They constructed a point scale for
the evaluation of student personnel work in colleges and universities.
Weights were assigned to ten major jurisdictions included in student
personnel programs and specific performance itemswere analyzed
in each of the areas.The literature does not contain evidence
that this instrument received widespread acceptanceas an evaluative
tool, but it was one of the first efforts to developa questionnaire
of this kind.24
In an attempt to obtain both a quantitative and qualitative
evaluation of a student personnel program Wrenn and Kamm (1948)
published a "first step" procedure for examining individual student
personnel programs.Their instrument, the Evaluation Report Form
for Student Personnel Services, submitted weighted statements of
fourteen student personnel services on which an evaluator, preferably
someone familiar with the field, could make judgements.
The Wrenn-Kamm instrument was used to make an evaluation of the
institution's programs.This instrument combines the judgements of
trained student personnel workers with regard to the philosophy of
the institution toward the personnel program and the actual evidence
of the specific services performed.
In order to receive a more complete and valid evaluation of a
personnel program from the point of view of students and trained
personnel workers, Wrenn and Kamm designed a companion instrument,
An Inventory of Student Reaction to Student Personnel Services.The
contention was that ". . .if several pertinent questions about
a particular student personnel service are asked a sufficiently
large random sample of a local college population, a valid indication
of the worth of the service will be available."
Ross (1967) reported that this study had two major weaknesses:
1. The instrument called for judgements that can
adequately be made only by qualified student personnel
specialists or administrators;25
2. The reliability of the instrumentwas never established.
These apparent shortcomings have not,however, discouraged general
usage of this questionnaire.A significant number of the evaluative
studies surveyed in preparation for thispaper relied upon it to
gather data on student personnel programs.
Rackham (1951) made the next significantattempt at developing
an instrument as a criterion against which a student personnel
program might be evaluated.The instrument, a Student Personnel
Services Inventory, covered fifteen activityareas, which in his
view, were most characteristic of student personnelservices
programs.It was Rackham's intention to devisean inventory that
cculd be completed by either student personnelworkers or "independent
observers".In this way, Rackham hoped to overcome thedifficulties
encountered by Wrenn and Kamm (1948).
Rackham had ten recognized national leaders instudent
personnel work rank the relative importance of eachof fifteen
items contained in the inventory.By combining the ratings
assigned by the ten judges, Rackham identifiedthose services most
germane to an "ideal" student personnel program.He hypothesized
that researchers using the Student PersonnelServices Inventory
would compare their own programs with theresults of his study to
determine adequacy.
The vast majority of early researchers inthis field
regarded students and facultyas the two major "consumers" of
student personnel services.Clarence Mahler (1953), believing26
that the opinions of these two groupswere useful as evaluative
criteria, proceeded to develop an instrument whichwas in essence
a "consumer reaction" evaluation questionnaire.By grouping
together a number of possible items gathered froma review of
inventories and publications available at the time,Mahler developed
his evaluation instrument.The study he conducted involved four
Minnesota institutions and identified two problems in theevaluation
of student personnel programs; namely
1. To what extent can carefully constructed faculty-student
opinion scales be used to secure estimates ofa given
student personnel service?
2. How effective an opinion scalecan be constructed by
assessing the extent to which a faculty anda student
body accept the basic tenets of the "student personnel
point of view?"
This study was primarily an investigation of thevalidity of
judging student personnel services by measuring theopinions of
students and faculty regarding the services thatwere in existence
or should be offered.Mahler employed the Rackham Student Personnel
Services Inventory as an independentmeasure against which the
results of the students and faculty reactions couldbe compared.
Mahler concluded:
. . .it would appear that faculty opinion of relative
quality of services in an institution harmonizeswell
with the judgment of these services bya professional
observer . . .while students show rather close agreement
with the judgment of a professional observer,the
faculty groups do even better.27
In 1964, the Carnegie Corporation of NewYork funded a
national committee, led by Max R. Raines,to appraise junior
college personnel programs.The committee encountered thesame
difficulty common to most researchers in thefield of student
personnel services, the absence ofan adequate instrument for
evaluating or appraising programs.
The instrument developed by Raines,an acknowledged expert
in community college education,was adopted by the committee as
the most appropriate measuring devicefor the national study.
The Raines (1967) instrument, entitledEvaluation of
Selected College Services, calls forrespondents to rate a
statement describing a selected service,on a scale of one to five.
Thirty-five descriptive statementswere used and the following
rating scale was assigned:
1. Excellent
2. Very Good
3. Fair
4. Poor
5. Very Poor
X. If you feel you cannot judge
Three studies conducted by Troescher(1969), Corey (1967) and
Peterson (1968) report the Rainesinstrument to be highly effective
and useful in evaluatinga student personnel program.
Many other studies, of lessersignificance, were completed
during the past decade.One, however, is sufficientlyunique to28
warrant reporting at this time.This one was a 1970 effort by
the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA).
The study, entitled Assumptions and Beliefs of Selected Members
of the Academic Community, was publishedas Monograph #3 in April
of 1970.
The study dealt with the role of the "dean of students"as
perceived by other members of the academic community.Five major
groups of respondents in institutions across the countrywere
asked to participate:
1. The chief personnel administrator,
2. The faculty,
3. The president of the institution,
4. The president of the student body,
5. The editor of the studentnewspaper.
A questionnaire, designed to elicitresponses about assumptions
and beliefs concerning specific functions performedby the "dean
of students," was completed by the respondents.While the major
focus of the study was the role of the "dean of students,"the
results have implications for the entire studentpersonnel
program.Niblack (1975) sums up the matter in thisway:
The study seemed particularly well designedas
exemplified by the attempt to elicitresponses regarding
assumptions and beliefs about the dean of studentsper se
in advance of collecting and interpreting dataregarding
such things as student roles in the educationalprocess,
or campus governance and decision-making.It is the
dean of students (still one of themore common titles for
the chief student personnel administrator) whois responsible
for the entire group of special functionswhich collectively29
make up the student personnel services program.Perceptions
about underlying beliefs or underlying philosophies for
such a total program are ultimately his responsibility in
terms of interpretation or translation to practice of those
underlying philosophies.
Summary
Survey of pertinent literature in the field of student
personnel work reveals no consistent pattern for the approach to
evaluation.Most of the literature appears to support Williamson
(1948), who suggested in the brochure "The Student Personnel
Point of View," that no single criterion, alone and independent
of other criteria, would likely have much validity as a means of
evaluating student personnel services.
Most of the instruments which are readily accessible have
not been adequately standarized and call for additional studies
to establish validity, reliability and refinement.The only
possible exception noted by the writer is the Raines (1967)
instrument.This questionnaire, entitled Evaluation of Selected
College Services, is reported by several researchersto have been
a valid, reliable, evaluation instrument.
The methods employed in the evaluation of personnel services
have been many and varied.Generally, they are included in the
following categories:
1. The survey method,
2. The cross-sectional or experimental method,
3. The follow-up or longitudinal method,30
4. The client or expert opinion method,
5. The ethnological or field study method,
6. Descriptive studies.
After careful consideration of the ideas gleaned from this
literature review, the investigator tends to agree with Gilbert
(1950) who acknowledges the fact that while thereare many possible
objections to a questionnaire-type appraisal of student personnel
services, it remains one of the few practical and not prohibitively
costly methods of evaluating the services offered.Niblack (1975)
agrees that questionnaire surveys are still the most popular
research tool in student personnel work.This is due in part to
the fact that information obtained from thesurveys may provide a
base for comparison of one kind of evaluationversus another.
Each study is limited in scope, particularly to the institution
within whose confines the survey is completed, and because each of
the individuals doing surveys tended to develop instrumentswhich
would serve a particular purpose at a particular time.31
IIIMETHODOLOGY
Selection of the Sample
Six hundred and one questionnaires were delivered or sent out to
members of the seven different population groups originally selected
for this study.Two hundred and seventy-one individuals completed
and returned questionnaires from which the data for this investigation
were obtained.Three returns were received too late to be included in
the statistical treatment.
The seven groups represented in the study and the number of
possible respondents in each of the groups are noted below.
Group 1 - Present College Students
All full-time students who were listed by the Registrar of
the Lethbridge Community College as full-time students, both
in the winter semester 1975, and fall semester 1975, com-
posed the present student pool.Each student had attended
the College for at least one semester prior to being selected.
Selection was made using a table of random numbers.Two
hundred participants were selected to take part in the
study.
Group 2 - Lethbridge Community College Graduates
All students who attended Lethbridge Community College
during the academic year 1975-75 and who received a diploma
or certificate at the College commencement exercises in
May of 1975, became the pool of graduate students.One32
hundred participants ware randomly selected from this pool
of graduating students.
Group 3College Faculty
All members of the Lethbridge Community College designated
as full-time academic staff for the fall semester of the
academic year 1975-76, were asked to assist in the study.
Forty-six respondents were included in this group.
Group 4 - College Board Members
All surviving members of Lethbridge Community College boards
of governors, who served on the board since the emergence of
the College in 1969, were asked to participate.Twenty-two
respondents were included in this group.
Group 5 - Parents of Unmarried, Unemancipated Present Students
From the same Registrar's roster used to assemble the
present student pool, a second sample of students was
randomly drawn.Parents names and addresses are listed
under "next of kin."Where next of kin was husband or wife,
names were omitted.Parents of foreign students (as
indicated on the registration form) were also omitted
because of possible lack of knowledge of the student per-
sonnel program at Lethbridge Community College.Two hundred
parents were selected for participation in the study.
Group 6 - Student Personnel Staff
Because this group was quite small, the entire staff was
asked to participate in the study.Thirteen respondents were
included in this group.33
Group 7Officers of the College
In the Province of Alberta, the Department of Advanced Edu-
cation recognizes only three classifications of college per-
sonnel.These are academic staff, college employees, and
officers of the college.The latter group includes senior
administrators, school directors, department heads, bursar,
librarians, and key support personnel.The entire population
composed of twenty people was asked to participate in the
study.
The Instrument
The instrument selected for this study was a modification of the
questionnaire devised by Raines (1967).The original instrument was
used by a national committee funded by the Carnegie Corporation of
New York, to evaluate junior college student personnel programs across
the United States.Three studies conducted by Troescher (1969), Corey
(1967), and Peterson (1969), reported that the Raines Questionnaire
was an effective, useful instrument for evaluating a student personnel
program.
The modifications mentioned above were necessitated by the fact
that this study was conducted in a somewhat different educational,
social setting, in Alberta, Canada.
The original Raines Questionnaire included three questions rel-
ative to college health services.(Health Appraisal, Health Education,
and Health Clinical.)The Province of Alberta has a health insurance
plan that provides comprehensive medical coverage for all of its34
residents.This plan, plus the fact that Lethbridge Community College
is located in a small city of forty thousand that boasts over one
hundred doctors, three hospitals, and six major clinics, made on-cam-
pus health service unnecessary.A staff of ten professionally trained
nursing education instructors handle any emergency health problems
that arise on campus.For these reasons, the three items pertaining
to college health services, were excluded from the questionnaire.
Since Lethbridge Community College does not have any on-campus
housing facilities, the item identified on the Raines Questionnaire
as "Campus Housing," was also excluded.
In accordance with the Alberta College's Act, matters pertaining
to academic regulation and academic awards, are the responsibility of
the Academic Council of each individual college.It was therefore
not appropriate to include "Scholarship Awarding" and "Academic
Regulation" in the modified questionnaire.
The other change made in the original instrument was the addition
of the item "Student Graduation."This particular function is not
always performed by student personnel services.However, at a time
when the College had considered dropping the function from the College
calendar, due to lack of interest and participation, student personnel
services proposed the adoption of a new approach to graduation.This
function became part of the duties and responsibilities of that
department.It was therefore included in the questionnaire.
The Pilot Study
In an effort to establish a degree of test-retest reliability35
for this questionnaire, a Pilot Studywas conducted prior to collect-
ing the data for the major study.The names of forty persons were
randomly selected to participate in the PilotStudy.This group of
forty was composed of tennames drawn from each of the following popu-
lations:present college students; Lethbridge Community College
graduates, (1975); members of the faculty, andparents of present
students.
The names of the persons selected for thePilot Study were
removed from the various populationsso as to prevent contamination
of the sample drawn for the major study.
The respondents were advised that theirimmediate attention to
the questionnaire was requestedas part of a Pilot Study.Personal
contact with the participants was made wherever possible.
Seven days after a significant number ofquestionnaires had
been returned, a second copy of the questionnairewas delivered to
each of the randomly selectedpersons.
The respondents were advised of thepurpose for the second ques-
tionnaire, and reminded that theywere not expected to try and
remember or repeat their originalresponses.
The personal contact initiated by the investigatorencouraged
greater participation by members of the fourgroups.Thirty-one of
the original forty questionnaireswere completed and returned.All
respondents who had complied with the investigator'srequest con-
cerning the initial questionnaire, filledin and returned the second
copy.The nine remaining personswere accounted for as follows:
1. One faculty member expressed dissatisfactionwith the36
proliferation of questionnaires being foistedon personnel
in educational institutions and did notreturn the question-
naire.A second faculty member simply did not respondor
return the questionnaire.
2. Three parents felt that theywere not sufficiently familiar
with the Collegeor the Student Personnel Services Department
to evaluate the services offered.
3. One graduate from the College could not be tracedfrom the
address supplied by the Registrar's office.This letter was
returned to the investigator approximatelytwo weeks after it
had been mailed.
4. Three students from the pool ofpresent students were employed
in various parts of northern Canada and did notreturn the
questionnaire.
A Pearson product-moment correlationwas computed between the two
sets of scores to yield a reliability coefficient for thequestionnaire.
The results of the computations relative to the PilotStudy are out-
lined in total in Chapter 4.
Collection of the Data
Wherever possible the questionnaire was personally deliveredto
the respondents selected for the study.With four of the seven groups
this presented little problem.The groups were:present students,
faculty, student personnel staff, and college officers.However, the
investigator does report that at leastsome of the respondents in the
remaining three groups (graduates,governors and parents), had to be37
contacted by a mail questionnaire.
In order to increase the possibility of a significantly large
return of the questionnaires, these steps were taken:(1) the ques-
tionnaire was preceded by a letter advising the respondents that they
had been selected for the studyand requesting their cooperation and
support; (2) a self-addressed, stamped envelope accompanied the ques-
tionnaire; (3) a time-limit was noted in the instructions to the res-
pondents; (4) a follow-up card was sent out approximately two weeks
after the original distribution of the questionnaire.Each returned
questionnaire was identified by group and coded for key punching on
an IBM card.
Statistical Analysis of the Data
After the data were collected and the responses key punched on
IBM cards, the card deck was inspected and checked for accuracy.
In order to provide a simple description of the data collected
for this study, it was necessary to obtain means, standard deviations,
and sample sizes for the thirty task items included in the question-
naire.A computer program was applied to the data to obtain this
information.
The F statistic, a test designed for assessing means to deter-
mine the presence of significant differences, was used in analysing
the data.
An analysis of variance design, with seven groups or levels of
one factor, was used.This was a fixed model, with unequal cell size.38
IVTREATMENT AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
This chapter is concerned with the treatment, analysis and
interpretation of data collected for this study.Data were gathered
by means of a thirty-item questionnaire designed to evaluate student
personnel services (Raines, 1967).
The Sample
Six hundred and one questionnaires were delivered to members of
the seven different population groups selected to participate in this
study (See Table 1).Of this total, two hundred and seventy-one
questionnaires (45.1%) were returned (See Table 2).Three returns
were received too late to be included in the statistical treatment.
Demographic Data
In an effort to try and account for possible differences in the
way in which various students evaluated the student personnel services
at the College, additional demographic data were gathered from the
two student groups selected for this study.These two groups included
present College students and students who had graduated from the
Lethbridge Community College during the academic year 1974/75.39
TABLE 1
DISTRIBUTION OF SUBJECTS AS ORIGINALLY SELECTED
FOR THE SEVEN POPULATION GROUPS
Group 1Lethbridge Community College
present students
Group 2Lethbridge Community College
graduates
Group 3Lethbridge Community College
full-time faculty members
Group 4 - Members of Lethbridge Community
College Boards of Governors
Group 5Parents of present students
Group 6Lethbridge Community College
student personnel staff
Group 7 Lethbridge Community College
officers
Totals
No. Per Cent
200 33.3
100 16.6
46 7.6
22 3.7
200 33.3
13 2.2
20 3.3
601 100.040
TABLE2
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS IN EACH POPULATION GROUP
Group 1Lethbridge Comminity College
present students
Group 2 - Lethbridge Community College
graduates
No. Per Cent
91/200 45.5
59/100 59
Group 3Lethbridge Community College
full-time faculty members 27/46 59
Group 4Members of Lethbridge Community
College Boards of Governors 15/22
Group 5 Parents of present students
Group 6 - Lethbridge Community College
student personnel staff
Group 7 Lethbridge Community College
officers
68
52/200 26
13/13 100
14/20 70
Total 271 (45.1%)41
Educational Background of Student Respondents
Prior to Attending Lethbridge Community College
All respondents in the two student groupswere asked to indicate
their educational background prior to attending LethbridgeCommunity
College.The responses to this question are shown in Table 3.
Distribution of Student Respondents by Age
The respondents were grouped into five age groupsas shown in
Table 4.The data clearly indicated that most Lethbridge Community
College students were between the ages of nineteen and twenty-five
years.
Distribution of Student Respondents by Sex
The student respondents were grouped according tosex.Both
groups were identified separately, and then combined as one group
of Lethbridge Community College students.The results are shown in
Table 5.42
TABLE3
NUMBER OF PRESENT STUDENT RESPONDENTS IN EACH
PRE-COLLEGE EDUCATIONAL GROUP
No. Per Cent
High School Graduate (Matriculation) 22 24.2
High School Graduate (Diploma) 33 36.3
College Preparatory Program (Upgrading) 18 19.8
Transfer from a college, university or
technical institute 8 8.8
Admitted under Adult Privilege 10 11.0
Did not respond 0 0
Total 91 100.0
NUMBER OF GRADUATE STUDENTRESONDENTS IN EACH
PRE-COLLEGE EDUCATIONAL GROUP
No. Per Cent
High School Graduate (Matriculation) 21 35.6
High School Graduate (Diploma) 19 32.2
College Preparatory Program (Upgrading) 11 18.6
Transfer from a college, university or
technical institute 8 13.6
Admitted under Adult Privilege 0 0
Did not respond 0 0
Total 59 100.043
TABLE 3- Continued
NUMBER OF PRESENT STUDENT AND GRADUATE RESPONDENTS IN
EACH PRE-COLLEGE EDUCATIONAL GROUP
No. Per Cent
High School Graduate (Matriculation) 43 28.7
High School Graduate (Diploma) 52 34.7
College Preparatory Program (Upgrading) 29 19.3
Transfer from a college, university or
technical institute 16 10.7
Admitted under Adult Privilege 10 6.6
Did not respond 0 0
Total 150 100.044
TABLE 4
NUMBER OF PRESENT STUDENT RESPONDENTS IN EACH AGE GROUP
No. Per Cent
Under 18 years 1 1.1
19 - 25 years 76 83.5
26 - 35 years 6 6.6
3645 years 6 6.6
Over 45 years 1 1.1
Did not respond 1 1.1
Total 91 100.0
NUMBER OF GRADUATE STUDENT RESPONDENTS IN EACH AGEGROUP
Under 18 years
No.
2
Per Cent
3.4
19 - 25 years 47 79.7
26 - 35 years 10 16.9
36 45 years 0 0
Over 45 years 0 0
Did not respond 0 0
Total 59 100.045
TABLE 4- Continued
NUMBER OF PRESENT STUDENT AND GRADUATE STUDENT
RESPONDENTS IN EACH AGE GROUP
Under 18 years
No.
3
Per Cent
2
19 - 25 years 123 82
26 - 35 years 16 10.66
36 45 years 6 4
Over 45 years 1 .006
Did not respond 1 .006
Total 15046
TABLE 5
DISTRIBUTION OF PRESENT STUDENT RESPONDENTS BY SEX
No. Per Cent
Male 37 40.7
Female 53 58.2
Did not respond 1 1.1
Total 91 100.0
DISTRIBUTION OF GRADUATE STUDENT RESPONDENTS BY SEX
No. Per Cent
Male 37 62.7
Female 22 37.3
Did not respond 0 0
Total 59 100.047
TABLE 5- Continued
DISTRIBUTION OF PRESENT STUDENT AND GRADUATE RESPONDENTS BY SEX
No. Per Cent
Male 74 49.3
Female 75 50.0
Did not respond 1 .7
Total 150 100.0
Financial Assistance or Sponsorship
All respondents in each of the studentgroups were also asked to
indicate if they had received, orwere receiving, financial assistance
from any of seven sources includedon the questionnaire.These
sources were:
Alberta Vocational Training
Department of Indian Affairs
Department of Social Development
Unemployment Insurance Commission
Canada Manpower Centre
Students' Finance Board
Other
The results to this questionare shown in Table 6.TABLE 6
NUMBER OF STUDENT RESPONDENTS RECEIVING
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO SOURCE
Group 1
Present College
Students
Group 2
L.C.C.
1974/75
Graduates
Total
Group
Group
of
1 plus
2
No. Per Cent No. Per Cent No. Per Cent
Alberta Vocational Training 7 7.7 3 5.1 10 6.7
Department of Indian Affairs 0 0 0 0 0 0
Department of Social Development 1 1.1 0 0 1 .6
Unemployment Insurance Commission 3 3.3 0 0 3 2
Canada Manpower Centre 6 6.6 12 20.3 18 12
Students Finance Board 37 40.7 19 32.2 56 37.3
Other 5 5.5 0 0 5 3.3
Did not respond 32 35.2 25 42.4 57 38
Total 91 100.1 59 100.0 150 99.949
Student Use of Selected Student Personnel Services
In selecting a number of student personnel areas for this
part of the study, the investigator attempted to include services
generally considered to be basic tenets of any comprehensive student
personnel program.(Williamson, 1949, Lloyd-Jones, 1937, Collins,
1967, and Wrenn and Kamm, 1949).Administrative areas, or service
areas, where students do not elect to use a particular service, were
not included in the list.
Table 7 shows the number of student respondents using the services
selected for this part of the research.Although there was no statis-
tically significant difference between those students who used the
selected student services, and those who did not, interesting differences
did occur.
Responses of the Seven Population Groups
Table 8 contains a summary of the responses collected on the
questionnaire.Mean scores for each of the thirty items are
presented for each of the seven groups. Additionally, an F-test value
is provided as developed by the analysis of data.
In examining the data presented in Table 8, it is important to
note that after considering the appropriate degrees of freedom,
eighteen of the thirty sets of mean scores resulted in a significant
F-test value at either the .05 or .01 level of significance.For the
purpose of this study the .05 level of confidence was deemed acceptable.50
TABLE 7
NUMBER OF STUDENT RESPONDENTS
USING SELECTED STUDENT SERVICES
Student Personnel Service Number* Per Cent
of Total
Frequency of
Usage
1. Student Counselling 116/150 77.3 457
2. Pre-College Information 99/150 66.0 178
3. Student Advisement 81/150 54.0 232
4. Financial Aid 76/150 50.7 159
5. Career Information 72/150 48.0 201
6. Off-Campus Housing 59/150 39.3 112
7. Educational Testing 50/150
s 33.3 72
8. Graduate Placement 31/150 20.7 82
9. Basic Skill Development 28/150 18.7 41
* 150 is the total number of student respondents including 91 present
college students and 59 Lethbridge Community College graduate students.TABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Provides for the admis-
sion and registration of
all full-time and part-time
students.(Admission and
11.84441.6786 2.1111 2.00001.58001.76922.8182 .01
Registration) 2 1 3 0 0 2 0 3
2. Assisting students who
will live off-campus and
away from home to find
suitable living accommoda-
tions.(Off-Campus Housing)
1
2
2.8472
19
2.8000
14
2.2692
1
1.7143
1
3.2195
11
2.6923
0
1.9231
1
.01
3. Providing prospective
students with information
about the College, (courses,
programs, expenses, regu-
lations, housing, etc.)
1 2.03372.00002.2000 1.80002.31251.69231.8462 NS
(Pre-College Information) 2 2 5 2 0 4 0 1
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4 - Poor 1 - Excellent
3Fair
2The number of X responses, (X- If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Developing methods of
coordinating and staffing
student personnel services
for maximum benefit to the
students, the faculty, and
the College.(Administra-
tive Organization)
1
2
2.3380
20
2.3878
10
2.7083
3
2.3000
5
2.4348
29
1.7692
0
2.6154
1
.01
5. Developing and enforcing
"consisteneregulations for
governing the social life
of the student while on
campus.(Socio-Academic 1 2.7606 2.75002.76192.3077 2.14712.77783.0833 .01
RegulationCode of Stu-
dent Behvaior) 2 20 11 6 2 18 4 2
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5 - Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4 - Poor 1Excellent
3 - Fair
2The number of X responses, (X - If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICESBY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Organizing a few orien-
tation days at the start of
the term which help new
students "get the feel of
things." (Student Induction)
1
2
2.8182
3
2.7719
2
3.0769
1
2.0714
1
2.5319
5
2.7692
0
2.2500
2
.05
7. Providing counsellors
who are available to con-
sult with students about
their vocational plans, or
their personal and social
concerns. (Student Coun-
selling)
1
2
1.7159
3
1.7273
4
2.3600
2
1.5333
0
1.9268
11
1.4615
0
1.7692
1
.01
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4Poor 1 - Excellent
3Fair
2The number of X responses, (X- If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Providinginformation
about career opportunities
that are related to the
various courses and cur-
ricula of the College.
1 2.3457 2.29822.30432.0000 2.26192.07692.0769 NS
(Career Information) 2 10 2 4 0 10 0 1
9. Maintaining records of
the academic progress of
each student (grades), the
activities of the student
at the College, the honors
which the student may re-
ceive, and some indication
of his social development.
12.1972 2.18001.76922.07692.21431.76921.8333 NS
(Student Records) 2 20 9 1 2 24 0 2
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5 - Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4 - Poor 1 - Excellent
3 - Fair
2The number of X responses, (X - If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVENPOPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. Providing advisors who
are available to consult
with students about their
choice of courses, their
academic progress and other
matters that may concern
them.(Student Advisement)
1
2
1.9765
6
1.9630
5
3.0385
1
2.0000
1
2.0000
5
1.9231
0
2.6154
1
.01
11. Providing a variety of
clubs and activities which
help students to develop
their special interests and
to meet other students who
share similar interests.
12.43022.3793 2.41672.75002.25002.08332.0769 NS
(Co-Curricular Activity) 2 5 1 3 3 16 1 1
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4 - Poor 1 - Excellent
3 - Fair
2The number of X responses, (X- If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNELSERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services
Mean Scores (1) for Eachof the Seven Populations
3F
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Assisting students in
organizing their own self-
government through elected
representatives.(Student
12.58442.5536 2.73912.00002.48481.91672.4167 .05
Self-Government) 2 14 3 4 0 19 1 2
13. Providing studentswith
financial advice and assis-
tance in obtaining financial
aid.(Financial Aid)
1
2
1.7619
28
1.8182
15
1.6154
1
1.6429
1
2.2632
14
1.4615
0
1.6154
1
.01
14. Interpreting standar-
dized tests to incoming
students as a means of
helping them selectcourses
and curricula in whichthey
are most likely to succeed.
12.61362.3947 2.86362.50003.13642.27272.7778 NS
(Educational Testing) 2 47 21 5 7 30 2 5
1Calculated from the ratingscales:
5 - Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4 - Poor 1 - Excellent
3 - Fair
2The number of Xresponses, (X - If you feel thatyou cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05level;.01 = significant at .01levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. Consulting with in-
coming students about their
career plans, educational
goals, and probable chances
for achieving them.(Appli-4
cant Consulting)
1
2
2.8590
13
2.6341
18
3.0000
5
2.2222
6
3.1250
20
2.1538
0
2.7692
1
.05
16. Providing college re-
sources and staff to make
known to out-of-school
youth and adults the educa-
tional opportunities avail-
able to them.(Non-Student
12.3860 2.40002.26092.30772.15632.08332.6154 NS
Counselling) 2 34 19 4 2 20 1 1
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5 Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4 - Poor 1 - Excellent
3 - Fair
2The number of X responses, (X- If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. Providing opportunities
for students to become ac-
tively involved in and con-
cerned with some of the
major problems faced by our
society. (Civic Involvement)
1
2
2.9492
32
2.9574
12
3.2667
12
2.8889
6
2.7826
29
3.3333
4
3.8571
7
NS
18. Providing opportunities
and facilities for students
to participate in various
sports as well as informal
social activities.(Rec-
reational Activity)
1
2
2.3678
4
2.4655
1
2.1600
2
2.2143
1
2.2000
7
2.3846
0
2.1667
2
NS
19. Providing a program of
inter-collegiate athletics
that are of interest to the
student body.(Intercol-
legiate Athletics)
1
2
2.4643
7
2.3509
2
2.4000
2
2.0833
3
2.2432
15
1.9167
1
2.2500
2
NS
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4 - Poor 1 - Excellent
3Fair
2The number of X responses, (X- If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
20. Assisting students who
are graduating from career
programs to meet prospec-
tive employers and to locate
employment that is in keep-
ing with their career plans.
1 2.2414 2.68093.30432.00002.13792.69232.9091 .01
(Graduate Placement) 2 33 12 4 4 23 0 3
21. Providing a special
program for students who
may discover deficiencies
in any of the basic skills.
1 2.4242 2.03033.12502.80002.22222.30773.0833 .01
(Basic Skill Development) 2 25 26 3 5 25 0 2
22. Providing a meaningful
graduation experience for
students completing full-
time programs at the College
12.3939 2.32001.46151.4286 2.45001.69231.9231 .01
(Student Graduation) 2 58 9 1 1 32 0 1
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5 - Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4 - Poor 1 - Excellent
3 - Fair
2The number of X responses, (X - If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services
Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
.01
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
23. Maintaining a liaison
with senior universities
and institutes with whom
transfer arrangements have
been made.(Student Trans-
fer)
1
2
2.8448
33
2.4118
25
2.0870
4
2.0000
1
2.6955
23
2.0769
0
2.1818
3
24. Providing a course for
students during the first
semester (or quarter)
which helps students to
learn about the college,
about study skills, about
career opportunities and
about self-development.
12.65712.81633.12502.4000 2.64712.90912.8333 NS
(Group Guidance) 2 21 10 11 5 18 2 2
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4 - Poor 1 - Excellent
3 - Fair
2The number of X responses, (X - If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
1 2 3 4 5 6
25. Conducting surveys,such
as this, as a means to
strengthening the services
to students, to the faculty,
and to the institution.
1 2.46342.0377 2.83332.1818 2.22863.0000 2.6923 .01
(Program Evaluation) 2 9 6 3 4 17 0 1
26. Providing opportunities
for student personnel staff
members to increase their
professional skill and
knowledge through partici-
pation in professional
conferences and programs
both on campus and else-
where.(Staff Development)
1
2
2.3125
59
2.3226
28
2.2857
13
1.8333
3
2.2308
39
2.6923
0
2.4286
7
NS
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5Very Poor 2Very Good
4 - Poor 1Excellent
3 Fair
2The number of X responses, (X - If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BYEACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27. Maintaining contact
with alumni of the College
as a means of continuing
evaluation of the College
programs and in gaining
additional support for 1 2.36842.12773.13332.45453.15382.07692.6364 .01
College programs.(Alumni
Follow-Up) 2 53 12 12 4 39 0 3
28. Appraising any previous
educational record of the
student to determine his
probable success in various
courses and curricula which
might interest him.(App-
licant Appraisal)
1
2
2.7714
21
2.3824
25
2.8421
8
2.0000
5
2.5714
17
2.0000
0
2.6000
4
.05
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5 - Very Poor 2Very Good
4 - Poor 1 - Excellent
3 Fair
2The number of X responses, (X- If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 levelTABLE 8
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OFSEVEN POPULATIONS
Services Mean Scores (1) for Each of the Seven Populations
F
3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. Providing tests which
will help students in iden-
tifying any deficiencies in
basic skills which they
may have in reading, wri-
ting, or arithmetic. (Basic
12.67862.48483.17392.37502.6471 2.30772.9091 NS
Skill Diagnostic) 2 35 26 4 7 35 0 3
30. Maintaining a liaison
with high school students,
staff, and administration.
1 2.6078 2.20001.92312.21432.3333 1.69231.9231 .01
(High School Relations) 2 40 34 1 1 31 0 1
1Calculated from the rating scales:
5Very Poor 2 - Very Good
4Poor 1 - Excellent
3Fair
2The number of X responses, (X- If you feel that you cannot judge).
3F = NS not significant;.05 = significant at .05 level;.01 = significant at .01 level64
In order to compare the evaluations of group six with each of
the remaining six groups, the Least Significant Difference Post-Hoc
Test was used in those cases where a significant F-test value was
achieved.These significant F-test values preclude the acceptance of
the null hypothesis which stated no significant differences existed
among the mean scores of the seven population groups.
In cases where the F-test values were not significant at the .05
level, those test items were not included in subsequent analysis, since
these statistics do not reject the null hypothesis.The test items
deleted in this manner are noted below:
Statement No. 3
Providing prospective students with information about the
College, (courses, programs, expenses, regulations, housing,
activities, etc.).(Pre-College Information)
Statement No. 8
Providing information about career opportunities that are
related to the various courses and curricula of the College.
(Career Information)
Statement No. 9
Maintaining records of the academic progress of each student
(grades), the activities of the student at the College, the
honors which the student may receive, and some indication of
his social development.(Student Records)65
Statement No. 11
Providing a variety of clubs and activities which help students
to develop their special interests and to meet other students
who share similar interests.(Co-Curricular Activity)
Statement No. 14
Interpreting standardized tests to incoming students as a
means of helping them select courses and curricula in which
they are most likely to succeed.(Educational Testing)
Statement No. 16
Providing College resources and staff to make known to out-
of-school youth and adults the educational opportunities
available to them.(Non-Student Counselling)
Statement No. 17
Providing opportunities for students to become actively
involved in and concerned with some of the major problems
faced by our society.(Civic Involvement)
Statement No. 18
Providing opportunities and facilities for students to
participate in various sports as well as informal social
activities.(Recreational Activities)
Statement No. 19
Providing a program ofintercollegiate athletics that are
of interest to the student body.(Intercollegiate Athletics)
Statement No. 24
Providing a course for students during the first semester
(or quarter) which helps students to learn about the College,66
about study skills, about career opportunities and about
self-development.(Group Guidance)
Statement No. 26
Providing opportunities for student personnel staff members
to increase their professional skill and knowledge through
participation in professional conferences and programs both
on campus and elsewhere.(Staff Development)
Statement No. 29
Providing tests which will help students in identifying
any deficiencies in basic skills which they may have in
reading, writing, or arithmetic.(Basic Skill Diagnostic)
Individual Analysis of Each of the Thirty Statements
Describing a Particular Student Service
Rating Scale Used
1 - Excellent
2 - Very Good
3 - Fair
4 - Poor
5Very Poor
Highest
Lowest
X - If you feel you cannot judge
Statement No. 1
Provides for the admission and registration of all full-time
and part-time students.(Admission and Registration)
F-test values recorded in the evaluation of this service by the
seven population groups allowed the rejection of the null hypothesis67
at the .01 level of significance (See Table10, Appendix H).
The Least Significant Difference Test usedto analyze the means
of the seven groups indicated that therewas no significant difference
between group six and groupsone, two, three, four, and five at the
.01 level.There was, however, a significant differencebetween
group six and group seven at the .01 level of significance.Group six,
the student personnel services staff,evaluated this statement signifi-
cantly higher than group seven, LethbridgeCommunity College officers
(See Table 9).
Statement No. 2
Assisting students who will live offcampus and away from
home to find suitable living accommodations.(Off-Campus
Housing)
F-test values recorded for this statement permittedthe rejection
of the null hypothesis at the .01 level ofsignificance.(See Table 11)
Subsequent analysis of means indicated that therewas no signifi-
cantdifferencebetween group six and groups one, two, three, and
five at the .01 level.There was, however, a difference betweengroup
six and groups seven and fourat the .05 level of significance.Group
six evaluated this statement significantlylower than groups seven
and four (See Table 9).
Statement No. 4
Developing methods of coordinating and staffingstudent
personnel services for maximum benefit to the students,
the faculty, and the College.(Administrative Organization)
F-test values recorded for this statement justifiedthe rejection68
of the null hypothesisat the .01 level of significance (SeeTable 13).
Analysis of the groupmeans revealed that there was no significant
difference between group six andgroup four at the .01 level.There
was,however, a difference betweengroup six and groups one, two, five,
seven, and threeat the .01 level of significance.Group six evaluated
statement four significantly higher thangroups one, two, five, seven,
and three (See Table 9).
Statement No. 5
Developing and enforcing "consistent"regulations for
governing the social life of thestudent while on campus.
(Socio-Academic Regulation- Code of Student Behavior)
F-test values for this statementallowed the rejection of the
null hypothesis at the .01 levelof significance (See Table 14).
The analysis obtained from theLeast Significant DifferenceTest
indicated that there wasno significant difference betweengroup six
and groups one, two, three, four,and seven at the .05 level.There
was,however, a significant differencebetween group six and group five
at the .05 level.Group six evaluated thisstatement significantly
lower than did group five (See Table9).
Statement No. 6
Organizing a few orientation daysat the start of the term
which help new students "get thefeel of things."(Student
Induction)
F-test values recorded for thisstatement permitted the rejection
of the null hypothesis at the.05 level of significance (SeeTable 15).
Subsequent comparison ofmeans disclosed that there was no69
significant difference between group six and groups one, two, three,
four, five, and seven at the .05 level (See Table 9).
Statement No. 7
Providing counsellors who are available to consult with
students about their vocational plans, or their personal
and social concerns.(Student Counselling)
F-test values recorded for this statement provided for the
rejection of the null hypothesis at the .01 level of significance
(See Table 16).
There is no difference between group six and groups one, two,
four, and seven at the .05 level of significance.There was, however,
a significant difference between group six and groups five and three
at the .05 level.Group six evaluated this statement significantly
higher than groups five and three (See Table 9).
Statement No. 10
Providing advisors who are available to consult with
students about their choice of courses, their academic
progress and other matters that may concern them.
(Student Advisement)
F-test values recorded for this statement justified the rejection
of the null hypothesis at the .01 level of significance (See Table 19).
The analysis obtained from the Least Significant Difference Test
showed that there was no difference between group six and groups one,
two, four, and five at the .05 level of significance.There was,
however, a significant difference between group six and groups three
and seven at the .05 level.Group six evaluated this statement70
significantly higher thangroups three and seven (See Table 9).
Statement No. 12
Assisting students in organizingtheir own self-government
through elected representatives.(Student Self-Government)
F-test values computed forthis statement permitted therejection
of the null hypothesis thatno significant difference existed between
the means of theseven groups at the .05 level (See Table 21).
The Least Significant DifferenceTest indicated that therewas
no significant difference betweengroup six and groups fourand seven
at the .05 level.Significant differences did exist,however, between
group sixand groups one, two, three,and five at the .05 level.
Group six evaluated statementtwelve significantly higher thangroups
one, two, three, and five (See Table 9).
Statement No. 13
Providing students with financialadvice and assistance
in obtaining financial aid.(Financial Aid)
F-test values for thisstatement allowed the rejection ofthe null
hypothesis at the .01 level ofsignificance (See Table 22).
There was no difference betweengroup six and groups one, two,
three, four and seven at the .05level of significance.There was a
significant difference betweengroup six and group five withgroup six
evaluating this statementsignificantly higher thangroup five (See
Table 9).
Statement No. 15
Consulting with incoming studentsabout their career
plans, educational goals, andprobable chances for71
achieving them.(Applicant Consulting)
F-test value recorded by the groups in evaluation of thisstatement
justified the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .05 levelof
significance (See Table 24).
The subsequent analysis of means indicated that therewas no
significant difference between group six andgroups two, four, and
seven at the .05 level.Significant differences did exist, however,
between group six and groups one, two, and five.Group six evaluated
this statement significantly higher thangroups one, three, and five
at the .05 level (See Table 9).
Statement No. 20
Assisting students who are graduating from careerprograms
to meet prospective employers and to locate employment that
is in keeping with their career plans.(Graduate Placement)
F-test value recorded for statement twenty permitted therejection
of the null hypothesis at the .01 level of significance(See Table 29).
The Least Significant Difference Test showed that therewas no
difference between group six and groups one, two, three, four, five,
and seven at the .05 level of significance (SeeTable 9).
Statement No. 21
Providing a special program for students whomay discover
deficiencies in any of the basic skills.(Basic Skill
Development)
F-test value recorded by the seven populationgroups provided
for the rejection of the null hypothesis at the .01 level of signifi-
cance (See Table 30).72
There was no significant difference between group six and groups
one, two, four, and five at the .05 level.There was, however, a dif-
ference between group six and groups three and seven at the .05 level
of significance.Group six evaluated statement twenty-one significantly
higher than groups three and seven (See Table9).
Statement No. 22
Providing a meaningful graduation experience for students
completing full-time programs at the College.(Student
Graduation)
The rejection of the null hypothesis was justified by an F-test
value for this statement by the seven population groups at the .01
level of significance (See Table 31).
Subsequent analysis of the means revealed that there was no sig-
nificant difference between group six and groups three, four, and
seven at the .05 level.However, group six did evaluate statement
twenty-two significantly higher than groups one, two, and five at
the .05 level (See Table 9).
Statement No. 23
Maintaining a liaison with senior universities and institu-
tions with whom transfer arrangements have been made.
(Student Transfer)
F-test value recorded for this statement justified the rejection
of the null hypothesis at the .01 level of significance (SeeTable 32).
There was no significant difference between group six and groups
two, three, four, and seven at the .05 level.Significant differences
did exist between group six and groups one and five.Group six73
evaluated this statement significantly higher thangroups one and five
(See Table 9).
Statement No. 25
Conducting surveys, such as this, as a means of strength-
eningtheservices to students, to the faculty, and to
the institution.(Program Evaluation)
F-test value provided for the rejection of the null hypothesis
at the .01 level of significance (See Table 34).
There was no difference between group six andgroups three and
seven at the .05 level of significance.There was, however, a signifi-
cantdifferencebetween group six and groups one, five, four, and
two.Each of these four groups evaluated this statement signifi-
cantly higher than group six (See Table 9).
Statement No. 27
Maintaining contact with alumni of the Collegeas a means
of continuing evaluation of the Collegeprograms and in
gaining additional support for Collegeprograms.(Alumni
Follow-Up)
F-test value recorded for this statement justified the rejection
of the null hypothesis at the .01 level of significance(See Table
36).
The analysis obtained from the Least Significant DifferenceTest
indicated that there was no difference betweengroup six and groups
one, two, four, and seven at the .05 level of significance.Differ-
ences did exist, however, between group six and groups three and five.74
Group six evaluated this statement significantlyhigher than groups
three and five (See Table 9).
Statement No. 28
Appraising any previous educational record of thestudent
to determine his probable success in variouscourses and
curricula which might interest him.(Applicant Appraisal)
F-test values computed for this statement allowedfor the rejec-
tion of the null hypothesis at the .05 level ofsignificance (See
Table 37).
There was no significant difference betweengroup six and groups
two, four, five, and seven.Differences did exist, however, between
group six and groups one and three at the .05 level of significance.
Group six evaluated this statement significantlyhigher than groups
one and three (See Table 9).
Statement No. 30
Maintaining a liaison with high school students,staff,
and administration.(High School Relations)
F-test values recorded for statement thirty justifiedthe rejec-
tion of the null hypothesis at the .01 level ofsignificance (See
Table 39).
The Least Significant Difference Test disclosedthat there was
no significant difference between group six andgroups, two, three,
four, five, and seven.Group six, however, did evaluate statement
thirty significantly higher thangroup one at the .01 level (See
Table 9).75
Ranked Effectiveness of ThirtyStudent Personnel Services
Table 40 presents the descriptive headingsof the thirty student
personnel services arranged in decreasingorder of effectiveness,as
determined by the mean of thescores assigned by each of the seven
groups.The overall mean for theseven groups and the mean for group
six, student personnel services staff,are included for comparison by
the reader.
The rating scale usedon the questionnaire is presented below:
1 - Excellent Highest
2 - Very Good
3Fair
4 - Poor
5 - Very Poor Lowest
XIf you feel that you cannot judge
A number of useful observationsare noted in the analysis of the
data presented in Table 40.Three of the thirty meanswere recorded
at a value higher than 2.000.The services represented by these
three means were student counselling,financial aid, and admission
and registration.Only one of the thirtymeans was recorded at a
value lower than 3.000.This mean represented the evaluativeres-
ponses for statement seventeen, "civic involvement."
"Student counselling"was ranked either first or second by all
groups except group three, Lethbridge CommunityCollege faculty mem-
bers, who evaluated this servicethirteenth."Financial aid" was76
ranked first, second, or third by allgroups except group five, parents
of present students, who placed thisservice fifteenth.
As shown in Table 40, "admission and registration,"was ranked
third when the means of all thegroups were considered.Subsequent
statistical analysis indicated that therewas no significant differ-
ence in the evaluation of this service by each of theseven groups.
"Pre-college information"was ranked fourth in this list of
student services.Once again the data analysis showed that therewas
no significant difference in the ratings assigned by theseven groups.
As previously stated in Chapter three,an addition was made
to the original Raines (1967) instrumentto include the term "student
graduation".The results in Table 40 indicated that thisservice had
an overall ranking of fifth by the sevengroups.Both group three,
Lethbridge Community College faculty members,and group four, members
of the boards of governors, rated thisservice number one.Student
personnel services staff placed it fifth, whileofficers of the College
ranked it sixth.Both student groups evaluated the "student graduation"
considerably lower than did these fourgroups.Present college stu-
dents placed it fourteenth, while graduatesranked it twelfth.Parents
of present students assigned thisservice its lowest ranking.The mean
for this group placed the servicesixteenth out of thirty.
"Student records," a function that isassociated with the office
of the Registrar, was ranked sixthby the seven groups.There was no
significant difference in the evaluation ofthis service by the seven
selected publics.
While statement ten, "student advisement,"received a mean77
ranking of seven, there were noteworthy differencesin the way this
service was perceived by the seven populationgroups.Both student
groups ranked this service fourth, while group three, College faculty
members, and group seven, College officers, ranked "studentadvisement"
twenty-third and nineteenth respectively.Parents of present students
rated it third, while board members placed this serviceeighth and
members of the student personnel staff ranked it eleventh.
"High school relations," which includesmaintaining a liaison
with high school students, staff, and administration,ranked eighth
among the other services evaluated.Members of the Lethbridge
Community College faculty and student personnelservices staff assigned
evaluations to this service that ranked it fourth.Officers of the
College ranked it seventh, while parents placed itnineteenth and
members of the boards of governors ranked it seventeenth.The two
student groups varied widely in their evaluation ofthis service
with present college students placing the servicetwentieth and
graduate students ranking it tenth.
The "career information" service was ranked ninth.There was
no significant difference in the evaluation of this service by the
seven groups involved in the study.
There was no significant difference in themean scores assigned
in the evaluation of the following fivestatements.They are "staff
development" number ten, "recreational activity"number eleven, "non
student counselling" number twelve, "intercollegiate athletics"
number thirteen, and "co-curricular activity"number fourteen.
The function labeled "administrative organization"was ranked78
fifteenth when the overall means of theseven groups were considered.
Both present college studentsand the student personnel services staff,
however, rated this function considerably higher than theremaining
five groups.Present college students placed this service ninth,
while members of the Lethbridge Community Collegestudent personnel
services staff ranked it eighth.Both group five, parents of present
students, and group seven, officers of the college, rankedthis func-
tion eighteenth out of thirty.The ranking derived from the mean
scores assigned by the graduate student group and the members of the
Lethbridge Community College faculty variedvery little.The former
group placed this function seventeenth, while the latter had it ranked
in sixteenth position.
"Program evaluation," which is the service concernedwith con-
ducting surveys such as the one used to gather thisinformation,
received an overall rating of sixteenth.There was little difference
in the way in which present College students, membersof the faculty,
members of the boards of governors, and officers ofthe college,
evaluated this service.There was, however, quite a difference in
the ranking assigned by Lethbridge CommunityCollege graduates and
the student personnel services staff.The graduate group rated this
function seventh, while the student personnel peoplerated it twenty-
ninth.
The "alumni follow-up" service receivedan overall mean ranking
of seventeen.However, three groups, present college students, col-
lege graduates, and the student personnel servicesgroup, ranked this
service considerably higher than the overallmean for the seven groups.79
Respectively these rankings were twelfth, eighth, and fourteenth.
Members of the faculty ranked it twenty-seventh; membersof the boards
of governors,twenty-sixth; officersof the college, twentieth.
"Basic skill development,"which focuses attentionon the pro-
vision of special programs for students who have deficienciesin any
of the basic skills, was ranked eighteenth.While college graduates
ranked this service sixthand parentsof present college students
placed it ninth, most of the remaininggroups tended to evaluate this
service poorlyand placed it closer to the bottom of the list of
services."Basic skill diagnostic," a separate itemon the question-
naire, describing a service that emphasizes testing anddiagnosis,
was ranked twenty-fifth by the seven groups.
"Student self-government;' which is concerned withassisting
students in organizing their own self-government throughelected
representatives, was ranked nineteenth when themeans of the seven
groups were assessed.Present college students, graduates, members
of the faculty, and parents of present students, allassigned evalu-
ations to this statement that resulted ina ranking close to the
mean of nineteen.However, group six, student personnel services
people, ranked this service tenth.Similarly, members of the boards
of governors rated it tenth.Group seven, officers of the College,
ranked it fourteenth out of thirty.
"Graduate placement"was ranked very highly by present college
students and parents of present students.Rankings of seventh and
ninth were assigned by these twogroups.Members of the boards of
governors ranked this service ninth, while student personnel staff,80
Lethbridge Community College graduates, and officers of the college,
ranked it twenty-fourth, twenty-fifth and twenty-sixth respectively.
"Student transfer"was assigned an overall ranking of twenty-
firstbut was rated fifth by members of the Lethbridge Community
College faculty, eleventh by officers of the college, twelfth by
members of the boards of governors, and thirteenth by the student
personnel staff.Lethbridge Community College graduates ranked it
twentieth, while present college studentsplaced it twenty-seventh
and parents of present college studentsranked it twenty-sixth.
"Applicant appraisal," the function that is concerned with
appraising any previous educational record of a student so as to
best determine their probable success in various courses and programs
at the College, was ranked twenty-second when the means of the seven
groups were considered.Three of the groups, present college students,
members of the faculty, and parents of present students, ranked this
service close to the mean of twenty -two.Two groups, officers of the
collegeand college graduates, ranked this function sixteenth.Mem-
bers of the student personnel services staffplaced it twelfth, while
members of the boards of governors ranked it thirteenth.
"Socio-academic regulations," the function that is associated
with the enforcement of the Student Code of Behavior, was ranked
twenty-third.All of the groups with exception of the college faculty
and the parents of present studentsevaluated this service to give
it an overall mean ranking of twenty-three.Parents of present stu-
dentsranked this service fifth, while college faculty members
ranked it eighteenth.81
"Educational testing"was assigned an overall ranking of twenty-
four, and there was no significant difference in theevaluations of
the seven groups concerning this function.
"Off-campus housing" was ranked twenty-sixth, butthere was
considerable difference in the way that three of thegroups evaluated
this service.Both student groups rated this service twenty-eighth,
parents of present students rated it thirtieth, and members of the
student personnel services staff placed ittwenty- fifth.Members of
the board, officers of the college, and members ofthe faculty, on
the other hand, ranked it fourth, fifth and tenthrespectively.
"Student induction" was ranked twenty-seventhby the seven
groupsbut was placed twelfth by the officers of the college,four-
teenth by members of the boards ofgovernors, and twenty-first by
parents of present students.The remaining four groupsdid not
vary a great deal from the overall ranking of twenty-seventh.
"Group guidance"received a ranking of twenty-eighth, and there
was no significant difference in the evaluation of this service by
each of the seven groups.
"Applicant consulting" receivedan overall ranking of twenty-
ninth, which did not differ significantly forall seven groups.
"Civic involvement," whichwas ranked thirtieth, was the only
one of the thirty means recorded at a value lower than 3.000.Groups
one, two, four, six, and seven ranked this service thirtieth, while
group three, college faculty members, placed it twenty-ninthand
group five, parents of present students ranked it twenty-fifth.82
Results of Hypotheses Tested
The central problem of this studywas the evaluation of student
personnel services rendered at LethbridgeCommunity College.The
evaluative perceptions ofseven groups were compared in an effort
to determine whether or not therewere significant differences
between the groups in theway that they evaluated student personnel
services.
Hypotheses one through sevenwere related to the evaluation of
the thirty statements by theseven groups.Hypotheses eight through
twelve were related to the demographicdata collected from the two
student groups.
Hypothesis one stated that there would beno significant dif-
ference in the evaluation of studentpersonnel services by each of
the seven groups.As indicated in Table 8, eighteen ofthe thirty
sets of mean scores resulted ina significant F-test value at the
.05 level.This precluded the acceptance of the nullhypothesis
stating that no significant differenceexisted among the mean scores
of the seven groups.
Based on these data, hypothesisone was rejected.
Hypothesis two stated there would beno significant difference
between the evaluation of student personnelservices by Lethbridge
Community College present students and thestudent personnel services
staff.As shown in Table 9, these twogroups differed significantly
in their evaluation of eight ofthe thirty statements.83
Based on these data, hypothesis two was rejected.
Hypothesis three stated there would be no significant difference
between the evaluation of student personnel services by Lethbridge
Community College graduates and the student personnel services staff.
As shown in Table 9, these two groups differed significantly in their
evaluation of five of the thirty statements.
Based on these data, hypothesis three was rejected.
Hypothesis four stated there would be no significant difference
between the evaluation of student personnel services by Lethbridge
Community College faculty members and the student personnel services
staff.As shown in Table 9, these two groups differed significantly
in their evaluation of six of the thirty statements.
Based on these data, hypothesis four was rejected.
Hypothesis five stated that there would be no significant
difference between the evaluation of student personnel services by
members of Lethbridge Community College boards ofgovernors and the
student personnel services staff.As shown in Table 9, these two
groups differed significantly in their evaluation of two of the thirty
statements.
Based on these data, hypothesis five was rejected.
Hypothesis six stated there would be no significant difference
between the evaluation of student personnel services by theparents
of present Lethbridge Community College students and thestudent
personnel services staff.As shown in Table 9, these two groups
differed significantly in their evaluation of ten of the thirty
statements.84
Based on the results shown in Table 9, hypothesis sixwas
rejected.
Hypothesis seven stated there would be no significant difference
between the evaluation of student personnel services by Lethbridge
Community College officers and the student personnel services staff.
As shown in Table 9, these two groups differed significantly in their
evaluation of five of the thirty statements.
Based on the results shown in Table 9, hypothesis sevenwas
rejected.
Hypotheses Developed from the Demographic Data
Hypothesis eight stated there would be no significant difference
in the evaluation of student personnel services by students in each
of the five educational background groups.The analysis disclosed
that there were significant differences in the evaluation of two
statements by the five pre-college educational groups listed on the
questionnaire.
Based on these data, hypothesis eight was rejected.
Hypothesis nine stated there would be no significant difference
in the evaluation of student personnel services by eachage group.
The analysis of data revealed that there were significant differences
between the five groups regarding the evaluation ofone of the thirty
statements.
Based on these data, hypothesis nine was rejected.85
Hypothesis ten stated there would be no significant difference
in the evaluation of student personnel services by males and females.
The analysis of data revealed that there was no significant difference
in the way that males and females evaluated the thirty statements.
Consequently hypothesis ten was accepted.
Hypothesis eleven stated there would be no significant difference
in the evaluation of student personnel services by students indicating
financial support or sponsorship from any of the seven sources noted
on the questionnaire.The analysis of data revealed that these groups
differed significantly in the evaluation of two statements.
Based on these data, hypothesis eleven was rejected.
Hypothesis twelve stated there would be no significant difference
in the evaluation of student personnel services by students who had
used the selected student services and those who had not.The analysis
of data revealed that there was no significant difference in the
evaluation of the thirty statements by students who had used the
selected student services and those who had not.Consequently,
hypothesis twelve was accepted.86
Results of the Pilot Study
The names of forty persons were randomly selected to participate
in the Pilot Study. This sample of forty was composed of ten names
from each of the following groups:present college students, Lethbridge
Community College graduates, faculty members, and parents of present
college students.Thirty-one of the original questionnaires sent to
the forty participants were completed and returned.This total of
thirty-one included seven present college students, nine graduates,
eight faculty members, and seven parents of present college students.
Several days after the thirty-one questionnaires had been returned, a
second copy of the instrument was delivered to each of the respondents.
A Pearson product-moment correlation was computed between the two sets
of scores.
On nineteen of the thirty items there was a perfect correlation
(+1.00) recorded by the respondents in the four groups.Only two items
on the questionnaire, "administrative organization" andusocio-academic
regulation," were assigned questionably low reliability coefficients.
However, none of the items had a correlation coefficient lower than
+.9168.Considering all thirty-one sets of responses to the thirty-
item questionnaire, an overall reliability coefficient of +.97 was
achieved.
The one item added to the questionnaire, "student graduation,"
had a positive correlation of 1.00.87
VSUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Since 1958, two-year colleges have increased in number and size
at a phenomenal rate.The introduction of many social innovations
and the establishment of numerous new financial aid programs have
stimulated the extension of educational opportunities to people who
otherwise might have been denied the opportunity to develop their
individual abilities.The appearance of these new students in higher
education has brought about a significant change in both two and four
year institutions.Community colleges have had to expand the tradi-
tional academic curricula and offer a wider variety of programs
designed to meet the new needs of this increasingly heterogeneous
group of students.
Accompanying this expansion of educational offerings has been
an increased demand for changes in student personnel services.It is
difficult, however, to determine the extent to which these services
should be increased, altered, or decreased without a thorough eval-
uation of the services being offered.If a student personnel services
program is to be truly effective, it must be evaluated periodically
to assess the degree to which it is meeting the existing needs of
students.
This study was concerned with an evaluation of a community col-
lege student personnel services program by a number of different
population groups.The decision to include each group was based upon
the assumption of an interest in, and a knowledge of, the particular
community college selected for the study.88
The groups associated with the college being studied were present
college students, college graduates (May 1975), full-time faculty
members, all surviving members of boards of governors (1968-1975),
parents of present college students, members of the student personnel
staff, and college officers.
The data came from responses to a questionnaire originally
devised by Raines (1967) and modified for this study by the investi-
gator.The questionnaire was sent or delivered to 601 individuals
randomly selected for participation in this study.The responses
of these people, representing the seven population groups noted
previously in this introduction, provided the basic data for the study.
A six point rating scale was used to determine the evaluative
perceptions of the respondents regarding the student personnel ser-
vices offered at Lethbridge Community College.It should be remem-
bered that a rating of one indicated an "excellent" evaluation, five
represented a "very poor" evaluation, and "X" indicated that the
evaluator felt that he or she could not judge the particular service.
Additional demographic data collected from the two student
groups were classified according to educational background, age, sex,
financial aid or sponsorship, and use of selected student services.
The data were gathered during the months of August, September,
and October, 1975.A total of 601 questionnaires were originally
sent out from which 271 usable returns were received.The percentage
of return by each group were: present college students, 45.5%; college
graduates, 59%; full-time faculty members, 59%; members of boards of
governors, 68%; parents of present students, 26%; members of the College89
student personnel staff, 100%; college officers, 70%.
The problem of non-returns inherent in mostsurveys utilizing
public postal service was a detrimental factor in thisstudy.This
problem was particularly evident in thecase of parents of present
college students.Only 52 (26%) were completed and returned froman
original 200 sent out.
The F statistic (one-way analysis of variance)was used to assess
means (X) for the presence of significant differences.All hypotheses
were tested at the .05 level of significance.
Null Hypotheses Tested
1. There is no significant difference in the evaluation of
student personnel services by each of theseven groups.
2. There is no significant difference between theevaluation
of student personnel services by Lethbridge Community
College present students and student personnel servicesstaff.
3. There is no significant difference between the evaluation
of student personnel services by Lethbridge Community
College graduates and student personnel services staff.
4. There is no significant difference between theevaluation
of student personnel services by members of Lethbridge
Community College boards of governors and student personnel
services staff.90
5. There is no significant differencebetween the evaluation
of student personnel services byparents of present
Lethbridge Community College studentsand student personnel
services staff.
6. There is no significant differencebetween the evaluation
of student personnel services by LethbridgeCommunity
College officers and student personnelservices staff.
7. There is no significant differencebetween the evaluation
of student personnel services by LethbridgeCommunity
College faculty members and student personnelservices staff.
Hypotheses Regarding Student Background
8. There is no significant differencein the evaluation of
student personnel services by studentsin each of the five
educational background groups.
9. There is no significant differencein the evaluation of
student personnel services by each of thevarious age
groups.
10. There is no significant differencein the evaluation of
student personnel services by males andfemales.
11. There is no significant differencein the evaluation of
student personnel services by studentsindicating financial
support or sponsorship through one of theseven sources
noted on the questionnaire.91
12. There is no significant difference in the evaluation of
student personnel services by students who had used the
selected student services and those who had not.
The data were summarized and analyzed so that a ranking of the
30 statements, representing the various student services, could
be developed.92
Major Findings
Major findings of the study followin subsequent paragraphs.
Other findings of lesser importanceare not reported here but are
available to the reader in earliersections of the report.
Evaluation Differences as Perceivedby the Seven Groups
The analysis of varianceprogram was applied to the data and
disclosed that there wasno significant difference in theway that
the seven groups evaluated 12 ofthe 30 statements on thequestionnaire.
Eighteen of the 30 sets ofmean scores resulted in a significant
F-test value at the .05 level.This precluded the acceptance of
the null hypothesis stating thatno significant difference existed
among the mean scores of the sevengroups.
Differences Between the StudentPersonnel Services Group
and the Other Seven Groups
The post-hoc tests, performed inthose cases where significant
differences in evaluations didexist, indicated thatresponses from
members of the college studentpersonnel staff did vary considerably
from some of the othergroups on 16 of the statements included
on the questionnaire.
The greatest degree ofdisagreement was between theparents of
present students and the studentpersonnel services staff.In ten of
the 16 cases where differencesdid occur, the parents'group was
involved.This group evaluatedseven of the statements significantly93
lower, and three others significantlyhigher, than the studentperson-
nel services group.
Members of the faculty differed withthe student personnel services
group on eight of the 30 statements.In all eight instances the
faculty evaluated the statements lowerthan the student personnel
services group.
Present college students evaluatedone statement higher and seven
statements lower than the student personnelservices group.
The officers of the College, representedby group seven, differed
with the student personnel servicesgroup on five statements.Three
of the statements were evaluatedsignificantly lower, and twowere
rated higher by the officers, thanby the student personnel services
group.
Group two, made up of LethbridgeCommunity College graduates
(May 1975), evaluatedone statement higher, and three others lower
than the student personnelservices group.
The post-hoc tests indicated thatgroup four, composed of all
surviving members of the boards ofgovernors from 1968 to 1975,
differed with the student personnelservices group on two statements.
The board members evaluated "off-campushousing" and "program evaluation"
significantly higher than the studentpersonnel services group.
It should be remembered that despitethe obvious differences in
the evaluation of some of thestatements by each of the groups,none
of the statements in questionwere assigned an evaluation lower than
3.16 on the rating scale usedon the questionnaire.94
Ranked Evaluation of Each Student Personnel Services Statement
On the basis of overall means of responses received from all
participants, a rank was assigned to each of the 30 student personnel
services statements included on the questionnaire.This ranked
order of statements provided some indication of the student personnel
services evaluated highest in the opinion of the total group of
participants in the survey, (Tables 40-47).The results of this rank
ordering show that three of the 30 means were assigned a value of
"very good" to "excellent."The services represented by these three
means were student counselling, financial aid, and admission and
registration.' It is interesting to note that the three services which
received high evaluations by the seven groups were among those services
used most frequently by students, (See Table 7)."Student counselling",
which received a "very good" to "excellent" evaluation by the seven
groups, was by far the most frequently used student service included
in Table 7, (77.3%).Sixteen of the services were evaluated "fair"
to "very good" by the seven groups.Only one statement, "civic
involvement", was assigned a "fair" to "poor" evaluation.
Analysis of Responses by the Two Student Groups
in Relation to Demographic Data Collected
The respondents in the two student groups were asked to provide
some selected demographic data in addition to filling out the 30
item questionnaire.This data included educational background, age,
sex, financial aid or sponsorship, and use of selected student services.95
Comparison of Responses by Students From
Various Educational Backgrounds
All student respondents were asked to indicate their educational
background prior to attending Lethbridge Community College.Five
pre-college educational groups were listed on the questionnaire.All
150 students checked one of the educational background groups.
The analysis of variance program disclosed that there were sig-
nificant differences in the evaluation of two statements by the various
groups.Transfer students evaluated "off-campus housing" considerably
higher than all other groups.This may be explained in part by the
fact that transfer students are usually older, are not freshmen, have
applied for housing earlier, and are transferring from larger institu-
tions in other areas of the province or country where student housing
is more difficult to obtain.
The "career information" statement was evaluated significantly
higher by students admitted under adult privilege and those coming
from an academic upgrading program, than by groups two and four, high
school graduates and transfer students.Most of the students coming
from the academic upgrading program, or who were admitted under adult
privilege, are older, and in many cases are being upgraded or retrained
for a specific vocational goal.The determining of career goals is of
great practical importance to these students and subsequently they
spend more time and effort in trying to make an appropriatecareer
choice.Their active involvement with the career information center96
could account for the fact thatthey evaluated this servicehigher
than other student groups.
Comparison of Responses by Members ofFive Age Groups
The respondents were groupedinto five age groupsas shown in
Table 4.The data clearly indicatedthat most Lethbridge Community
College students (82%)were between the ages of 19 and 25years.
The analysis of this data revealedthat there were significant
differences between the fivegroups at the .05 level.The 36 to 45
and 26 to 35 agegroups evaluated "student counselling"higher than
the under 18 and over 45groups.The fact that therewere only
three students in the under 18age group, and one student in theover
45 group, casts some doubton the reliability of the results of
this comparison.
Comparison of Responses by Males andFemales
The total student groupwas composed of 74 males and 75 females.
The analysis of theresponses given by males and females indicated
that there was no significantdifference in the way that they
evaluated the 30 statements.
Comparison of Responses by StudentsIndicating
Financial Support or Sponsorship
There were significant differencesin the way that the various
groups indicating financial aidor sponsorship, evaluated twostatements.97
Comparison of Responses by Users and Non-Users
of Selected Student Services
Table 7 shows the number of students using each of nine student
personnel services at the College.Although there was no statistically
significant difference between those students who used the selected
student services and those who did not, interesting differences did
occur.Students using the services evaluated seven services higher
and two slightly lower than the non-users.98
Conclusions
Within the limitations of the present study, the following major
conclusions were drawn.
1. There were significant differences in the evaluation of
18 of the 30 statements by the seven groups selected for
this study.Of the differences that occurred, most of
the significant discrepancies appeared in the responses given
by parents and faculty members.
2. Significant differences were found between the evaluation of
the student personnel services staff and the remaining six
groups on 16 of the 30 statements.There was a high degree
of congruency in the evaluations assigned by the student
personnel services group, students, board members, and
officers of the college.
3. The results provided by the question regarding educational
background indicated that only two statements were evaluated
significantly different by the various groups.Thus, there
was essentially little difference in the way that students
from varying educational backgrounds evaluated the 30
statements.
4. Two age groups, under 18 and over 45, differed significantly
in their evaluation of one statement, "student counselling."99
5. No significant differences were found between males and
females in the evaluation of the 30 statements.
6. Students receiving financial aid or sponsorship, represented
by seven groups, did not differ widely in their assessment of
the 30 student personnel services statements.Significant
differences between the groups were present in the evaluation
of only two of the statements.
7. There was no significant difference in the evaluation of the
30 statements by students who used the selected student
services and those who had not.
8. Ranking of the 30 statements by each of the seven groups
on the basis of means provided favorable evidence to support
the premise that a high degree of similarity exists between
the evaluations assigned by the student personnel services
group and the other college population groups.
9. In general, the seven groups perceived that the student per-
sonnel services offered at Lethbridge Community College were
"good" to "excellent."The exception would be "civic
involvement" which received a "fair" to "poor" evaluation.
10. Other than admission and registration, "student counselling"
was the most frequently used student service, (See Table 7).
This may be due in part to the fact that the student services
department at Lethbridge Community College developed out of
the counselling center and many of the professional staff
still reflect a counselling orientation.99a
11. The basic skills program, so important for the heterogeneous
and frequently high-risk population which enters a community
college through an open-door, was infrequently used and
ranked low by the groups.100
Recommendations
Based on analysis of the data, the investigator makes the follow-
ing recommendations.
Attention on the part of the administration and staff of
Lethbridge Community College should be given to the further implemen-
tation of services which are of direct personal concern to students,
especially those that received less than satisfactory evaluation.
Services that would be included in this category are civic involvement,
off-campus housing, socio-academic regulations, basic skills, applicant
appraisal and consulting, group guidance, and student transfer.
The College should try to work out a more extensive communication
system so that faculty, students, and officers of the College could
be made aware of the many types of student personnel services available
and the benefits that could be derived from utilizing them.This is
particularly true regarding the officers of the College.Thirty
percent of this group (6 out of 20), from whom the investigator
expected a high percentage of response, did not fill in the questionnaire.
Two of these six persons returned the questionnaire and advised that
their knowledge of specific student services, as described in the
questionnaire, was not adequate to form the basis of an evaluation.
Officers of the College, as explained in Chapter III (Selection of
the Sample), includes senior administrators, school directors,
department heads, bursar, librarians, and key support personnel.
While some of these people are not directly involved with the educa-
tional aspects of student development, the investigator feels that it100a
is very important that they become aware of how student personnel
services is participating in the educational process.Immediate
steps should be taken to analyse the difficulty and arrive at some
consensus as to how the situation can be remedied.
There was a high degree of disagreement between the parents'
group and all other groups.This, combined with a low percentage
of return (26%), and the largest number of "X" responses ("X" - If
you feel you cannot judge), raises some question about the awareness
of parents concerning the student services offered at Lethbridge
Community College.Action should be undertaken to provide parents
with more information relative to the student services provided by
the College, and efforts made to encourage more direct parental
involvement with college student services activities.A brief mail-
out booklet could be considered as a means of facilitating the flow
of relevant information to parents.Another possible solution might
be to increase the involvement of parents on various student services
advisory committees.
"Off-campus housing", which was used by a significant number
of student respondents (40%) was evaluated "fair" by the seven groups.
The two student groups ranked this service twenty-eight out of thirty.
This data, plus the information gathered while researching the history
of Lethbridge Community College and its student personnel services
department, motivated the investigator to make the following recommen-
dations:100b
1. That the College review its off-campus housingprogram with
a view to improving the present system of identifying
housing opportunities in the community and placing students
in suitable accommodations;
2. That the College make a renewed effort to obtain provincial
government approval for on-campus student housing.The
data provided by this study, plus the information contained
in previous proposals, present a clear indication ofan acute
housing need at Lethbridge Community College.
"Graduate placement", an important student service ina community
college, was ranked twentieth by the sevengroups and received an
overall evaluation of "fair" to "good."Only 21 out of 150 student
respondents (20.7%) indicated that they had used this service.It is
the investigator's opinion, based on readings and experience, that
one of the major reasons why many students enter community colleges
is the promise of employment upon completion ofa relatively brief
period of formal study.
At the present time this student service function occupies
approximately one-third of one person's workload at Lethbridge
Community College.It is therefore recommended that one person be
identified as the placement officer, with responsibility for developing
a program that will realistically and adequately meet the needs of
the students.
The unquestionable need for a basic skills program in a community
college is reflected in the literature by the overwhelming number of
writings related to philosophies, goals, program descriptions, and100c
comparisons of approaches, but never writings which question theneed
for programs (Ahrendt, 1975; Henderson, 1976; Raygor, 1965).
The Developmental Studies Program was establishedon the campus
of Lethbridge Community College for the specificpurpose of diagnosing
deficiencies in basic skills and providing developmentalprograms
to help students with these deficiencies.
This research indicated that only 28 of the 150 studentrespon-
dents used this service.The statements identified as "basic skill
development" and "basic skill diagnostic"were ranked eightienth
and twenty-fifth respectively by the sevengroups.While this service
was perceived by all groups as "fair", it received some of the lowest
evaluations assigned by individual groups.
The Developmental Studies at the College showedone very major
advantage.Its lab format allowed for the flexibility in programming
which is essential in such a program.
Besides the appropriateness of the lab approach,a second
advantage was the strength of faculty support for theprogram.Support
from faculty and administration are consistently emphasizedin the
literature as being essential to the success of reading and basic skills
programs (Raygor, 1965; Hankin; Ahrendt, 1975).
The Developmental Studies Program was confronted witha number of
disadvantages and difficulties.The primary disadvantage was the
lack of a professional person, trained specifically in reading and
language.Although they carried on an adequate program, their short
tenure in the program (one year each) made planning, evaluation,
revision, and development of the program extremely difficult.101
A second disadvantage, also related to staffing, was the lack of
paraprofessional assistance which could have allowed for considerably
greater flexibility in the functioning of the professional and
possibly more opportunity for program development and integration with
faculty.
A third disadvantage was the isolation of the reading lab from
other support services.This meant not only that the professional
lacked adequate opportunities for consultation with colleagues, it also
greatly increased the difficulty of making effective referrals to the
lab - e.g. students literally could disappear en route from the
counselling department to the lab.
A fourth disadvantage was the singularity of the program.Although
the reading personnel offered frequent and valuable assistance in areas
other than reading, it would have been difficult for one individual
to offer systematic assistance in a number of areas.Yet language
deficiencies frequently are somewhat generalized, involving allied
skills such as spelling, writing, vocabulary, and study skills, in
addition to reading (Raygor, 1965).
A fifth disadvantage relates to student loads and scheduling.
If a student is academically weak and has a very heavy course load,
even a few additional hours might seem to be too much to add.There
may be ways of scheduling the developmental work and the regular
curriculum to accommodate this difficulty.
A final disadvantage in the program was a lack of systematic
testing in the College to help identify students who could benefit
from assistance in basic skill development.The testing which was101a
done was for the purpose of diagnosing specific weaknesses and
prescribing individual programs.
It is therefore recommended that Lethbridge Community College:
1. Hire a reading specialist who would be allied with the
student services personnel and viewed as a counsellor in
learning skills.This person might be designated
coordinator of the developmental or learning skills program.
2. Hire at least one paraprofessional to work under close
supervision of the specialist in implementing the program.
Projected staffing might include student tutors and part-time
involvement of academic staff from various subject areas -
e.g. math or science - all being coordinated by the learning
skills specialist.
3. Locate the reading lab or learning skills area in the
Student Services area to allow for the complimentary functioning
of counsellors and learning skills personnel in working with
individual students.
4. Develop systematic offerings in other basic skills besides
reading, such as writing, spelling, vocabulary, study skills,
and possibly math.
5. Initiate systematic entrance testing, as part of the
registration procedure, to help identify students who could
benefit from particular types of assistance in improving their
academic skills or learning effectiveness.
6. Develop a method for evaluating the program.101b
Implications for Further Study
This research paper, including the instrument as modified, could
be effectively used to evaluate this student personnel program at
some later date.It is also possible that the study has generalized
relevance to the evaluation of student personnel services programs in
other similar college settings.
The reliability study, conducted as part of this project,
indicated that the instrument used to gather the data was highly
reliable.This information, combined with the findings of Troescher
(1969), Corey (1967), and Peterson (1969), indicate that the Raines
(1967) questionnaire is a useful instrument for evaluating a student
personnel program.
There is a need for a study of the needs peculiar to part-time
and evening students at Lethbridge Community College.These people
represent a large component of the student body at the College but
do not receive the benefit of the comprehensive student personnel
program.102
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APPENDIX A
FACSIMILE OF LETTER SENT
CONCERNING PILOT STUDY
A research project, designed to evaluate the Student Personnel Services
offered at Lethbridge Community College, is presently being carried
out at the College.
Your name has been randomly selected to participate in a Pilot Study
as part of this research project.The results of the Pilot Study will
be of assistance in determining the reliability of the questionnaire
being used in this project.
Upon receiving the questionnaire, it would be very much appreciated
if you would respond to the 30 statements and return it in the self-
addressed, postage-paid envelope within 5 days.
This study has the approval of the Board of Governors of the Lethbridge
Community College, and your cooperation in this endeavor is vital if
the study is to be a success.
Respectfully yours,
James L. MacNeil
Director of Counselling and Student Services107
APPENDIX B
FACSIMILE OF SECOND LETTER SENT
CONCERNING PILOT STUDY
Recently you received acopy of a questionnaire designed to evaluate
Student Personnel Services at LethbridgeCommunity College.We really
appreciate your cooperation in supplyingdata for the Pilot Study
section of this project.
The purpose of the Pilot Study isto establish an index of reliability
for the instrument being used inthe major study.
I would, therefore, ask thatyou fill in the second questionnaire
which will provide data forcomparison with the information gathered
on the initial questionnaire.
Please respond to the itemson the questionnaire without attempting
to recall how you previously rated theservices.
Once again, please acceptmy most sincere thanks for your cooperation
in this study.
Respectfully yours,
James L. MacNeil
Director of Counselling and StudentServices108
APPENDIX C
FACSIMILE OF LETTER SENT TO ALL
PARTICIPANTS IN MAJOR STUDY
A research project, designed to evaluate the StudentPersonnel Services
offered at Lethbridge Community College, is presently beingcarried
out at the College.
Your perceptions as a (former) Board Member would bevery valuable
to my doctoral research.The information required for this study will
be collected through the use of a short questionnairewhich you will
find enclosed.
Upon receiving the questionnaire, it would bevery much appreciated
if you would respond to the 30 statements andreturn it in the self-
addressed, postage-paid envelope within 5 days.
This study has the approval of the present Board ofGovernors of the
Lethbridge Community College.
Respectfully yours,
James L. MacNeil
Director of Counselling and Student Services109
APPENDIX D-
SAMPLE OF FOLLOW-UP CARD USED
FOR MAJOR STUDY
Dear Sir or Madam:
Some weeks ago a questionnaire solicitingyour assis-
tance in evaluating the Student Personnel Services
offered at the Lethbridge Community Collegewas mailed
to you.
If you have already completed andreturned the ques-
tionnaire, then please acceptmy sincere appreciation
for your assistance.
If you have not returnedyour completed copy of the
questionnaire, then may I askyou to do so as soon
as possible?The success of the survey dependsupon
the cooperation of all those whowere selected for
reply.Your assistance would be appreciated.
James L. MacNeil110
APPENDIX E
FACSIMILE OF QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN STUDY
Student Personnel Services isa comprehensive organization of
functions in higher education that havebeen implemented at Lethbridge
Community College as a means of:
a)strengthening the instructionalprogram;
b)increasing the operational efficiency of theCollege; and
c)fostering the personal, educational andsocial growth of the
student.
Your assistance is requested in evaluatingthe student personnel
services being provided at LethbridgeCommunity College.
The attached questionnaire containsa list of thirty selected college
services that are presently offered by theCollege plus a short section
on general information.The various services included in theques-
tionnaire are broadly catagorized intoseven major groups:
1.orientation
2.appraisal
3.consultation
4.participation
5.service
6.regulation
7.organization
Please complete each itemon part one by assigning a value from the
grading scale noted below:
1 - Excellent
2 - Very Good
3 - Fair
4 - Poor
5Very Poor
X - If you feel that you cannot judge
Example
"Assisting students in making decisionsthat will facilitate
their personal growth." 2
This response (2) would indicate thatyou are rating the provision
of this particular serviceas "Very Good".In the same way, the111
assignment of a (4) would indicate thatyou evaluate this service as
being provided in a "Poor"manner.
Your individual responses will be held in strictestconfidence.
The combined responses will be statisticallyanalyzed and the resulting
information used to modify or improve the StudentPersonnel Services
being offered by the Lethbridge CommunityCollege.1 - Excellent
2 - Very Good
3 - Fair
4 - Poor
5 - Very Poor
X - If you feel that you cannot judge
PART ONE
1.Provides for the admission and registration of all
full-time and part-time students.
(Admission and Registration)
2.Assisting students who will live off campus and
away from home to find suitable living accommodations.
(Off-Campus Housing)
3.Providing prospective students with information
about the College, (courses, programs, expenses,
regulations, housing, activities, etc.).
(Pre-College Information)
4.Developing methods of coordinating and staffing
student personnel services for maximum benefit to
the students, the faculty, and the College.
(Administrative Organization)
5.Developing and enforcing "consistent" regulations
for governing the social life of the student while
on campus.(Socio-Academic Regulation - Code of
Student Behavior)
6.Organizing a few orientation days at the start of
the term which help new students "get the feel of
things".(Student Induction)
7.Providing counsellors who are available to consult
with students about their vocational plans, or their
personal and social concerns.(Student Counselling)
8.Providing information about career opportunities that
are related to the various courses and curricula of
the College.(Career Information)
9.Maintaining records of the academic progress of each
student (grades), the activities of the student at
the College, the honors which the student may receive,
and some indication of his social development.
(Student Records)
10.Providing advisors who are available to consult with
students about their choice of courses, their academic
progress and other matters that may concern them.
(Student Advisement)
1121 - Excellent
2 - Very Good
3 - Fair
4 - Poor
5 - Very Poor
X - If you feel that you cannot judge
11.Providing a variety of clubs and activities which help
students to develop their special interests and to
meet other students who share similar interests.
(Co-Curricular Activity)
12.Assisting students in organizing their own
self-government through elected representatives.
(Student Self-Government)
13.Providing students with financial advice and
assistance in obtaining financial aid.
(Financial Aid)
14.Interpreting standardized tests to incoming students
as a means of helping them select courses and
curricula in which they are most likely to succeed.
(Educational Testing)
15.Consulting with incoming students about their career
plans, educational goals, and probable chances for
achieving them.(Applicant Consulting)
16.Providing College resources and staff to make known
to out-of-school youth and adults the educational
opportunities available to them.
(Non-Student Counselling)
17.Providing opportunities for students to become
actively involved in and concerned with some of the
major problems faced by our society.(Civic
Involvement)
18.Providing opportunities and facilities for students
to participate in various sports as well as informal
social activities.(Recreational Activity)
19.Providing a program of inter-collegiate athletics
that are of interest to the student body.
[IntercollegiateAthletics)
20.Assisting students who are graduating from career
programs to meet prospective employers and to locate
employment that is in keeping with their career plans.
(Graduate Placement)
21.Providing a special program for students who may
discover deficiencies in any of the basic skills.
(Basic Skill Development)
1131 - Excellent
2 - Very Good
3 Fair
4 Poor
5 - Very Poor
X - If you feel that you cannot judge
22.Providing a meaningful graduation experience for
students completing full-time programs at the College.
(Student Graduation)
23.Maintaining a liaison with senior universities and
institutes with whom transfer arrangements have been
made.(Student Transfer)
24.Providing a course for students during the first
semester (or quarter) which helps students to learn
about the College, about study skills, about career
opportunities and about self-development.
(Group Guidance)
25.Conducting surveys, such as this, as a means to
strengthening the services to students, to the
faculty, and to the institution.
(Program Evaluation)
26.Providing opportunities for student personnel staff
members to increase their professional skill and
knowledge through participation in professional
conferences and programs both on campus and elsewhere.
(Staff Development)
27.Maintaining contact with alumni of the College as a
means of continuing evaluation of the College programs
and in gaining additional support for College programs.
(Alumni Follow-Up)
28.Appraising any previous educational record of the
student to determine his probable success in various
courses and curricula which might interest him.
(Applicant Appraisal)
29.Providing tests which will help students in identifying
any deficiencies in basic skills which they may have
in reading, writing, and arithmetic.
(Basic Skill Diagnostic)
30Maintaining a liaison with high school students,
staff and administration.
(High School Relations)
114PART TWO
1.Please indicate your educational background prior to attending
Lethbridge Community College.
a)High School Graduate (Matriculation)
b)High School Graduate (Diploma)
c)College Preparatory Program (Upgrading)
d)Transfer from a college, university,
or technical institute
e)Admitted under Adult Privilege
2.Your present age (to the nearest year).
a)Under 18
b)19 - 25
c)26 - 35
d)36 45
e)Over 45
3.Are you
Male
Female
115
4.Please indicate if you received or are receiving financial
assistance from any of the sources noted below:
a)Alberta Vocational Training (A.V.T.)
b)Department of Indian Affairs
c)Department of Social Development
d)Unemployment Insurance Commission
e)Canada Manpower Centre (C.M.C.)
f)Students Finance Board
g)Other (please specify)5.Would you please indicate the number oftimes you have had
occasion to use the following selectedstudent services offered
by the Lethbridge Community College.
a)Student Counselling
Providing counsellors whoare available to consult
with students about their vocationalplans, or their
personal and social concerns.
b)Financial Aid
Providing students with financial advice and
assistance in obtaining financial aid.
c)Off-Campus Housing
Assisting students who will live off-campusand
away from home to find suitable living
accommodations.
d)Educational Testing
Interpreting standardized tests to incoming
students as a means of helping them selectcourses
and curricula in which theyare most likely to
succeed.
e)Student Advisement
Providing advisors who are availableto consult
with students about their choice ofcourses, their
academic progress and other matters thatmay concern
them.
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f)Basic Skill Development
Providing a special program for studentswho may
discover deficiencies in any of the basicskills.
g)Graduate Placement
Assisting students who are graduating fromcareer
programs to meet prospective employers andto
locate employment that is in keepingwith their
career plans.
h)Career Information
Providing information aboutcareer opportunities
that are related to the variouscourses and curricula
of the College.
i)Pre-College Information
Providing prospective students withinformation
about College (courses,programs, expenses,
regulations, housing, activities, etc.).117
APPENDIX F
LETHBRIDGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Gordon Campbell (1971) has written that the first public college
in the Province of Alberta was founded at Lethbridge in 1957.At
that time it was called Lethbridge Junior College.One year later the
College was officially incorporated under the Public Junior Colleges
Act.
The first move to establish a public junior collegewas initiated
in 1951.In that year the Lethbridge School District commissioneda
feasibility study named "A Community College Plan for Lethbridge."
After a great deal of discussion and revisionthe research produced
a proposal for consideration by the Government of Alberta.In 1957
the provincial government passed legislation approvingthe establish-
ment of the Lethbridge Junior College.
Governance of the newly-formed junior collegewas entrusted to a
College Board consisting of elected representatives from schooldis-
tricts and divisions within the College jurisdiction of Southwestern
Alberta.
College activities for the first thirty-six studentswere con-
ducted in the Lethbridge Collegiate Institute,a large local high
school.Initially, in affiliation with the University of Alberta,
the College offered first-year universityprograms leading to degrees.
Courses were also offered in technical and commercialprograms, plus
high school matriculation and general education subjects, forboth
day and evening students.118
This initial diversity in course offerings was somewhat new in
Canada.Sheffield (1970) notes that the junior college founded in
Lethbridge offered both traditional university transfer courses plus
terminal programs designed to prepare individuals for entry into the
labour force.Sheffield also reported that earlier Canadian founda-
tions, almost without exception, offered only the so-called transfer
courses.
The attitudes and beliefs of the founding fathers of the Leth-
bridge Community College are appropriately represented in this state-
ment by Campbell (1971):
A college is seen as being neither a junior university
nor as an upward extension of a high school, but rather as a
new social invention whole and legitimate in its own right.
Its uniqueness stems in part from its liberal admissions but
also to those seeking vocational training in preparation for
a career.Through short courses and other programs of con-
tinuing education, it tries to serve the entire community.
Accessibility, both geographic and financial, is seen as a
hallmark of the colleges.Fees are kept to a minimum so as
not to penalize less affluent students . . .
Flexibility is a quality sought after in order that the
college may respond to the changing requirements of industry,
the community, and the students.
Consistent with this philosophythe College expanded rapidly
and construction of permanent buildings began early in the sixties.
The first building erected on the present site was named the Kate
Andrews Building.Dr. Kate Andrews was a devoted and tireless ex-
ponent of the community college movement in Alberta.The present
campus has expanded from the original building of 98,320 square feet
at an initial cost of $1,465,777, to the present complex of over
323,000 square feet at a total cost of $14,000,000.Currently
there are over 1300 full-time and 2800 part-time students enrolled119
at Lethbridge Community College.
The public acceptance that has marked the Lethbridge Community
College since its modest beginning in 1957, is due in part of the fact
that every effort is made to keep the College truly a community col-
lege.As Kolesar (1971) explains:
The basic philosophy of the colleges is to provide the
opportunity for every adult individual to pursue education to
his fullest potential and interest.This is sometimes refer-
red to as the "open-door" policy of the College System.Each
community college provides educational programs unique to the
needs of the area.
By July1967the university section of the College was absorbed
by the newly-formed University of Lethbridge.The Colleges Act in
1969 established a system of community colleges throughout the pro-
vince, and in the following year, 1970, the College became the
Lethbridge Community College.
In its new rolethe College offered one and two year programs
in six separate schools.These Schools included Nursing Education,
Agriculture Education, Business Education, Liberal Education, Tech-
nical-Vocational Education, and Continuing Education.Various special
programs were offered in each of these Schools.
The 1969 Act removed support by local taxation and provided funds
from the provincial government.These Funds are distributed by the
Department of Advanced Education for the Province of Alberta.The
College is presently governed by an eight member appointed Board of
Governors.This body is composed of the College President, a student
representative, a faculty representative, plus five members appointed
from the community at large.120
APPENDIX G
STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES AT
LETHBRIDGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Prior to the passage of The Colleges Act in 1969no formal stu-
dent personnel program was in evidence on the campus of the Lethbridge
Community College.Gordon (1970) surveyed student personnel services
in Alberta public colleges and reported that Lethbridge Community
College did offer services in many areas, but that all of these ser-
vices were implemented functionswithin the college and were not the
responsibility of student personnel educators.He also reported that
the following service functions were not provided at Lethbridge Com-
munity College:student induction and orientation, social regulations,
program articulation, community counseling, and the alumni functions.
This report also noted that the student personnel segment of the Col-
lege lacked any formal administrative organization.The tabulated
findings accumulated by Gordon (1970) are recorded in Figure 2.
Robin (1972) wrote that a strong student services function at the
Lethbridge Community College is very important.His study, on the
goals and achievements of a community college, conducted in 1970, in-
dicated that all ten of the community college populationgroups sampled,
ranked student services functions as being of great importance to the
student and the College.Corresponding ranking for estimates of goal
achievement indicated that these functions had not been achieved at
that time.
A need for a comprehensiveorganized student personnel program121
FIGURE 2
ACCEPTANCE OF FUNCTIONS: (I) AS IMPLEMENTED FUNCTIONS WITHIN THE
COLLEGES, AND (SP) AS RESPONSIBILITIES OF STUDENT PERSONNEL
Student Personnel Functions
COLLEGE
A B C
Lethbridge
Community
College
E
I SPI SPI SP ISP I SP
Orientation Functions:
1. Pre-College Informatiai
2. Student Induction and
Orientation
3. Career Information
Appraisal Functions:
4. Personnel Records
5. Educational Testing
6. Applicant Appraisal
Consultation Functions:
7. Student Counselling
8. Student Advisement
9. Applicant Consulting
Participation Functions:
10. Co-Curricular Activi-
ties
11. Student Self-Government
Regulation Functions
12. Student Registration
13. Academic Regulations
14. Social Regulation
Service Functions:
15. Financial Aid
16. Placement
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x
x x
x x
x
x
x x
x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
x x
NOTE: The lower case x indicates the acceptance of the function.122
FIGURE 2- Continued
Student Personnel Services
COLLEGE
A B C
Lethbridge
Community
College
E
ISPI SPI SP ISP I SP
Organizational Functions:
17. Program Articulation XX XX
18. In-Service Education x X X XX x XX
19. Program Evaluation x X X XX x XX
20. Administrative Organiz-
ation x x XX XX
Other Functions:
21. Housing x X X XX XX
22. Food Services x x x x
23. Community Counselling
and Advisement
24. Alumni
x X X
x
25. Basic Skill Developmentx x x XX
26. Health Appraisal and Xx x XX
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was emerging at the Lethbridge Community College.Recognizing this
growing need, in 1970 the Board of Governorsappointed a committee to
research the problem and suggesta course of action.
The committee appointed to examine studentpersonnel services at
the College consisted of two senioradministrators, the president of
the faculty association, and the presidentof the student body.0.D.
Alston (1970), chairman of this committee,described the problem as
follows:
It can be seen that student personnelservices is a very
vital part of the college picture, anda more comprehensive
thing than we have been used to inour own situation.It is
also obvious that we are not sufficientlylarge to have well-
qualified persons in each of these positions.This, in turn,
appears to have a connection with a part of the problemthat
we have experienced here at the college.
The committee reviewed a cross sectionof current literature on
student personnel services and visitedseveral college settings where
centralized comprehensive student personnelprograms were being con-
sidered, or were operating.
In the final report, Alston (1970) summedup the need for a total
revision of the College program with thesestatements:
The diversity of the junior collegestudent population,
high attrition rate, unrealistic aspirations,these and the
whole gamut of student characteristicsare eloquent evidence
of the need for effective studentpersonnel programs.Few
junior colleges would dare flout suchevidence by neglecting
to give bold emphasis to this in their officialstatement of
objectives and functions.Phrases such as "student centered"
and "individual assistance in personal,educational, and
vocational exploration," are stockrhetoric within junior
college catalogues.Perhaps, then, the most essential insti-
tutional factor is the commitment which thegoverning board
gives to the centrality of the studentpersonnel function.
Unless those with ultimatepower give their active
endorsement to the student personnelprogram, ringing state-
ments in catalogues become so muchcant.Active endorsement124
means board insistence on a top calibre program, boardrequests
for periodic status reports, board attentionto adequate staf-
fing, and most important, board willingnessto allocate sufficient
funds (realistically estimated at tento fifteen per cent of the
total operational budget) to support allaspects of a strong
student personnel program.
The specific recommendations advanced by theCommittee On Student
Personnel Services paved the way for thepresent program at the Leth-
bridge Community College.These recommendations are noted below:
1. That the Board examine theamount of money being allocated to
student services at the Collegeas compared to amounts sugges-
ted by national surveys;
2. If ten to fifteen percent of the operationalbudget should be
devoted to student personnel services, thena good deal of
expansion would be required at the College:
3. That a Director of Student Personnel Servicesbe appointed to
coordinate the entire program and that thisperson have train-
ing in this area;
4. That the Office of the Registrar be placedunder the super-
vision of this department;
5. That an Office of Guidance and Counseling beestablished with
two full-time professionals and that one of them be designated
as Chief Counselor;
6. That an Office of Student ActivitiesCoordinator be established
with one full-time professional;
7. That a person from the Business Departmentbe assigned one-
quarter time responsibilities to Student PersonnelServices to
handle those details such as loan applications,etc., which125
his experience has trained him for;
8. That the Remedial Reading specialist be assigned on a half-time
basis to the Office of Guidance and Counseling, provided his
already assigned teaching load in English could be pickedup
by sessional help;
9. That existing staff be given preference in filling those posi-
tions for which their training has prepared them;
10. That paid student advisors, drawn from present faculty, and
trained and directed by the Chief Counselor, be selected and
appointed to assist in program advisement;
11. That a half-time person from the Nursing department be assigned
to develop and implement a student health service within the
department of Student Personnel Services;
12. That adequate clerical staff be provided.
The two flow-charts diagramed in Figure 3 and 4 illustrate the
recommendations of the Committee on Student Personnel Servicesand
the evolved program at the College.At the time of this writing the
student personnel services program included all of the functions in-
cluded in Figure 4.Immediately prior to the acceptance and imple-
mentation of the report submitted by the Committee on Student Personnel
Services, the total specified budget for this area of the College was
under $25,000.The budget for the academic year 1975-76 is $324,954.Registration
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TABLE 9
RESULTS OF THE POST-HOC LEAST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE TESTS
TABLES 10-39
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES
BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLESTABLE 9
RESULTS OF THE POST HOC LEAST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE TESTS
Rating Scale Used
1. Excellent
2. Very Good
3. Fair
4. Poor
5. Very Poor
X. If you feel you cannot judge
Statement
Number
Level of
Significance
1. Group 6(1.7692) was significantly different than Group 7(2.8182) .01
2. Group 6(2.6923) was significantly different than Group 7(1.9231) .05
Group 4(1.7143) .05
4. Group 6(1.7692) was significantly different than Group 1(2.3380) .01
Group 2(2.3878) .01
Group 3(2.7083) .01
Group 5(2.4348) .01
Group 7(2.6154) .01
5. Group 6(2.7778) was significantly different than Group 5(2.1471) .05
6. Group 6(2.7692) was not significantly different thanGroup 1(2.8182) .05
Group 2(2.7719) .05
Group 3(3.0769) .05
Group 4(2.0714) .05
Group 5(2.5319) .05
Group 7(2.2500) .05TABLE 9 -
Statement
Number
Continued
Level of
Significance
7. Group 6(1.4615) was significantly different than Group 3(2.3600) .01
Group 5(1.9268) .05
10. Group 6(1.9231) was significantly different than Group 3(3.0385) .01
Group 7(2.6154) .05
12. Group 6(1.9167) was significantly different than Group 3(2.7391) .01
Group 1(2.5844) .05
Group 2(2.5536) .05
Group 5(2.4848) .05
13. Group 6(1.4615) was significantly different than Group 5(2.2632) .01
15. Group 6(2.1538) was significantly different than Group 5(3.1250) .01
Group 1(2.8590) .05
Group 3(3.0000) .05
20. Group 6(2.6923) was not significantly different thanGroup 1(2.2414) .05
Group 2(2.6809) .05
Group 3(3.3043) .05
Group 4(2.0000) .05
Group 5(2.1379) .05
Group 7(2.9091) .05
21. Group 6(2.3077) was significantly different than Group 7(3.0833) .01
Group 3(3.1250) .05TABLE 9
Statement
Number
- Continued
Level of
Significance
22. Group 6(1 .6923) was significantly different than Group 2(2.3200) .05
Group 1(2.3939) .05
Group 5(2.4500) .05
23. Group 6(2 .0769) was significantly different than Group 1(2.8448) .05
Group 5(2.9655) .05
25. Group 6(3 .0000) was significantly different than Group 2(2.0377) .01
Group 1(2.4634) .05
Group 5(2.2286) .05
Group 4(2.1818) .05
27. Group 6(2.0769) was significantly different than Group 3(3.1333) .01
Group 5(3.1588) .01
28. Group 6(2.0000) was significantly different than Group 1(2.7714) .05
Group 3(2.8421) .05
30. Group 6(1.6923) was significantly different than Group 1(2.6078) .01TABLE 10
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICESBY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #1Provides for the admission and registration of all full-time and
part-time students.(Admission and Registration)
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mean 1.84441.67862.11112.00001.58001.76922.8182
standard
deviation .5798 .54301.08601.0000 .6091.59911.0787
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F.Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 17.7835 2.6939 6.055
Within Groups 255 124.8272 .4895
Total 261 142.6107
Level of Significance - .01TABLE 11
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #2 - Assisting students who will live off-campus andaway from home to
find suitable living accommodations.(Off-Campus Housing)
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mean 2.84722.80002.26921.71433.21952.69231.9231
standard
deviation
1.01621.0574 .6038.91391.1729 .7511.8623
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares
39.3449
Mean Squares
6.5575
F Ratio
6.674 Between Groups 6
Wi hin Grou s 217 213.2087 .9825
Total 223 252.5536
Level of Significance .01TABLE 12
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACHOF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #3 - Providing prospective students with information about theCollege,
(courses, programs, expenses, regulations, housing, activities, etc.)(Pre-
College Information)
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mean 2.03372.00002.20001.80002.31251.69231.8462
standard
deviation
.7143.84671.0801.56061.0346.4804.8006
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Square Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 7.1644 1.1941 1.695
Within Groups 250 176.0729 .7043
Total 256 183.2374
Level of SignificanceNo Significant DifferenceTABLE 13
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICESBY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #4 - Developing methods of coordinating and staffingstudent personnel
services for maximum benefit to the students, the faculty,and the College.
(Administrative Organization)
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mean 2.33802.38782.70832.30002.43481.76922.6154
standard
deviation
.7357.6713.7506 .4830 .7278.5991.6504
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean SquaresF Ratio
Between Groups 6 8.4145 1.4024 2.875
1111thinGrot---------.4823------- Total 104.0296 202
Level of Significance .01TABLE 14
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNELSERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #5 - Developing and enforcing "consistent"regulations for governing
the social life of the student whileon campus.(Socio-Academic Regulation -
Code of Student Behavior)
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mean 2.76062.75002.76192.30772.14712.77782.0833
standard
deviation .9631 .8121 .6249.6304 .8525.6667.6686
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean SquaresF Ratio
Between Groups 6 14.1345 2.3558 3.352
Within Groups 701 141-2353 .7027
Total 207 155.3798
Level of Significance .01TABLE 15
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTYSTUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICESBY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #6 - Organizinga few orientation days at thestart of the term which help new students "get thefeel of things."(Student Induction)
, . .
n 88 57 26 14 47 13 12
mean 2.81822.77193.07692.07142.53192.76922.2500
standard
deviation .98901.03541.0168 .6157 .9521.8321.8660
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean SquaresF Ratio
Between Grouts 6 14.5321 2.4220 2.586
Within Groups 250 234.1605 .9366
Total 256 248.6926
Level of Significance- .05TABLE 16
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENTPERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #7 - Providing counsellors whoare available to consult with students
about their vocational plans,or their personal and social concerns.(Student
Counselling)
n 88 55 25 15 41 13 13
mean 1.71591.72732.36001.53331.92681.46151.7692
standard
deviation .6600 .6792.8103 .6399.6079 .5189.5991
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE.
Source D.F. Sum of SquaresLMean SquaresF Ratio
Between Groups 6 11.9769 1.9961 4.550
Within Groups 243 106.6191 .4388
Total 249 118.5960
Level of Significance .01THE EVALUATION
Statement #8 -
to the various
TABLE 17
OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICESBY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Providing information aboutcareer opportunities that are related
courses and curricula of the College.(Career Information)
n
,
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,
15 42 13 13
mean 2.34572.29822.30432.00002.26192.07692.0769
standard
deviation .7443 .84441.2590 .5345 .9386.7596.6405
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of SquaresMean SquaresF Ratio
Between Groups 6 2.5988 .4331 .600
Within Groups 237 171.0856 .7219
Total 243 173.6844
Level of Significance - No Significant DifferenceTABLE 18
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNELSERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #9 - Maintaining records of the academicprogress of each student (grades),
the activities of the student at the College, thehonors which the student may
receive, and some indication of his social development.(Student Records)
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mean 2.19722.18001.76922.07692.21431.76921.8333
standard
deviation .7859.9624 .7104.6405 .8759.8321.5774
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean SquaresF Ratio
Between Groups 6 6.4586 1.0764 1.597
Within Groups 206 138.8465 .6740
Total 212 145.3052
Level of SignificanceNo Significant DifferenceTABLE 19
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNELSERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #10 - Providing advisors whoare available to consult with students
about their choice ofcourses, their academic progress and other matters that
may concern them.(Student Advisement)
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mean 1.97651.96303.03852.00002.00001.92312.6154
standard
deviation .7556 .8679.9584 .6794 .6916.86231.0439
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean SquaresF Ratio
Between Groups 6 29.5882 4.9314 7.512
Within Groups 245 160.8404 .6565
Total 251 190.4286
Level of Significance- .01TABLE 20
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICESBY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #11 - Providing a variety of clubs and activitieswhich help students
to develop their special interests and to meet other studentswho share similar
interests.(Co-Curricular Activity)
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mean 2.43022.37932.41672.75002.25002.08332.0769
standard
deviation .9145 .8549.8297 .6216 .7700.7930.7596
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean SquaresF Ratio
Between Groups 6 4.7231 .7872 1.100
Within Groups 234 167.4096 .7154
Total 240 172.1328
Level of SignificanceNo Significant DifferenceTABLE 21
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTYSTUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACHOF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #12- Assisting students in organizing theirown self-government through elected representatives.(Student Self-Government)
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mean 2.58442.55362.73912.00002.48481.91672.4167
standard
deviation .8484 .8511.8643 .9258 .9056.5149.9003
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.E. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 9.9445 1.6574 2.274
Within Groups221 161.0511 .7287
Total 227 170.9956
Level of Significance- .05TABLE 22
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENTPERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #13 - Providing students with financialadvice and assistance in obtaining
financial aid.(Financial Aid)
n
.
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26 14 38 13 13
mean 1.76191.81821.61541.64292.26321.46151.6154
standard
deviation .7120 .8963.8038 .4972 .8601.5189.5064
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 11.3988 1.8998 3.256
Within Groups 204 119.0183 .5834
Total 210 130.4171
Level of Significance- .01TABLE 23
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTYSTUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OFSEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #14 - Interpretingstandardized tests to incoming studentsas a means
of helping them selectcourses and curricula in which theyare most likely to
succeed.(Educational Testing)
n 44 38 22 8 22 11
mean 2.61362.39472.86382.50003.13642.27272.7778
standard
deviation1.18551.1280 .99021.0690 .7102.90451.0929
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 10.6350 1.7725 1.585
Within Groups147 164.4300 1.1186
Total 153 175.0649
Level of Significance- No Significant DifferenceTHE EVALUATION
Statement #15
cational goals
TABLE 24
OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNELSERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Consulting with incoming studentsabout their career plans, edu-
, and probable chances for achieving them.(Applicant Consulting)
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mean 2.85902.63413.00002.22223.12502.15382.7692
standard
deviation .89331.0667.9258 .83331.0701.6887.9268
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 14.0941 2.3490 2.594
Within Groups 201 182.0165 .9056
Total 207 196.1106
Level of Significance- .05TABLE 25
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #16 - Providing college resources and staff to make known to out-of-
school youth and adults the educational opportunities availableto them.(Non-
Student Counselling)
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mean 2.38602.40002.26092.30772.15632.08332.6154
standard
deviation
.9211 .9819.9154 .8549.6278 .5149.8697
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 3.2433 .5405 .725
Within Groups 183 136.5251 .7460
Total 189 139.7684
Level of SignificanceNo Significant DifferenceTABLE 26
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENTPERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #17 - Providing opportunitiesfor students to become actively involved
in and concerned withsome of the major problems faced by our society.(Civic
Involvement)
n 59 47 15 9 23 9 7
mean 2.94922.95743.26672.88892.78263.33333.8571
standard
deviation .8595 .9315.8837 .7817 .7952.7071.6901
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean SquaresF Ratio
Between Groups 6 8.6216 1.4369 1.950
Within Groups162 119.3548 .7368
Total 168 127.9763
Level of Significance- No Significant DifferenceTABLE 27
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENTPERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVENPOPULATIONS
Statement #18 - Providing opportunitiesand facilities for studentsto participate
in various sports as wellas informal social activities.(Recreational Activity)
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mean 2.36782.46552.16002.21432.20002.38462.1667
standard
deviation .8229 .9218.9866 .8018.78621.2609.7177
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 3.2059 .5443 .693
Within Groups 247 190.3217 .7705
Total 253 193.5276
Level of Significance- No Significant DifferenceTABLE 28
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTYSTUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICESBY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #19 - Providinga program of inter-collegiate athleticsthat are of interest to the student body.(Intercollegiate Athletics)
n
,
84 57 25 12 37 12 12
mean 2.4643
,
2.35092.40002.08332.24321.91672.2500
standard
deviation .8842 .9541 .9129.7930.7603 .9003.7538
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 4.7787 .7964 1.034
Within Groups 232 178.7695 .7706
Total 238 183.5481
Level of Significance- No Significant DifferenceTABLE 29
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #20 - Assisting students who are graduating from career programs to
meet prospective employers and to locate employment that is in keeping with
their career plans.(Graduate Placement)
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mean 2.24142.68093.30432.00002.13792.69232.9091
standard
deviation
.86471.1054.9261 .77461.1870 .75111.3003
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 29.1235 4.8539 4.806
Within Groups 185 186.8296 1.0099
Total 191 215.9531
Level of Significance - .01THE EVALUATION
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TABLE 30
OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNELSERVICES BY EACH OF SEVENPOPULATIONS
Providing a specialprogram for students who may discover defic-
of the basic skills.(Basic Skill Development)
f
n 66 33 24 10 27 13 12
mean 2.42422.03032.12502.80002.22222.30772.0833
standard
deviation .9292 .52941.07591.2293 .6980.7511.9003
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 24.4180 4.0697 5.419
Within Groups 178 133.6685 .7509
Total 184 158.0865
Level of Significance- .01TABLE 31
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNELSERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #22 - Providing a meaningfulgraduation experience for studentscom-
pleting full-time programs at the College.(Student Graduation)
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mean 2.39392.32001.46152.42862.45001.69231.9231
standard
deviation1.08801.1856.5084 .64621.0501 .8549.6405
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 26.9928 4.4988 4.754
Within Groups 162 153.2912 .9462
Total 168 180.2840
Level of Significance- .01TABLE 32
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICESBY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #23 - Maintaining a liaison with senior universitiesand institutes
with whom transfer arrangements have been made.(Student Transfer)
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mean 2.84482.41182.08702.00002.96552.07692.1818
standard
deviation1.16681.0764 .59641.03771.1797.9541.4045
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 24.1729 4.0288 3.727
Within Groups 175 189.1898 1.0811
Total 181 213.3626
Level of Significance .01TABLE 33
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNELSERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #24 - Providing a course for studentsduring the first semester (or
quarter) which helps students to learn about theCollege, about study skills,
about career opportunities and about self-development.(Group Guidance)
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mean 2.65712.81632.12502.40002.64712.90912.8333
standard
deviation1.11491.05421.0878 .5164 .88361.0445.9374
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 5.0050 .8342 .791
Within Groups 195 205.6088 1.0544
Total 201 210.6139
Level of Significance- No Significant DifferenceTABLE 34
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENTPERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #25 - Conductingsurveys, such as this, as a means to strengthening the
services to students, to the faculty, andto the institution.(Program Evaluation)
n 82 53 24 11 35 13 13
mean 2.46342.03772.83332.18182.22863.00002.6923
standard
deviation .8776 .6493.7614.9816 .7702.7071 .8549
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of SquaresMean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 19.1342 3.1890 5.023
Within Groups 224 142.2251 .6349
Total 230 161.3593
Level of Significance .01TABLE 35
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVENPOPULATIONS
Statement #26 - Providing opportunities for student personnel staff membersto
increase their professional skill and knowledge through participation inprofes-
sional conferences and programs both on campus and elsewhere.(Staff Development)
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mean 2.31252.32262.28571.83332.23082.69232.4286
standard
deviation
.7378 .7911.8254 .8348.92681.3156.5345
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 4.8145 .8024 1.086
Within Groups 115 84.9642 .7388
Total 121 89.7787
Level of Significance- No Significant DifferenceTABLE 36
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENTPERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVENPOPULATIONS
Statement #27- Maintaining contact with alumni of the Collegeas a means of con-
tinuing evaluation of the Collegeprograms, and in gaining additionalsupport for College programs.(Alumni Follow-Up)
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mean 2.36842.12773.13332.45453.15382.07692.6364
standard
deviation .7136 .7407.9155 .93421.2810 .8623.8090
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 20.7551 3.4592 4.892
Within Groups 141 99.6976 .7071
Total 147 120.4527
Level of Significance- .01TABLE 37
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTYSTUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICESBY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #28- Appraising any previous educationalrecord of the studentto determine his probablesuccess in various courses andcurricula which might interest him.(Applicant Appraisal)
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n 70 34 19
.
10 35 13 10
mean 2.77142.38242.84212.00002.57142.00002.6000
standard
deviation .8017.9216 .8983.4714 .91621.00001.0750
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 12.9258 2.1543 2.834
Within Groups 184 139.8700 .7602
Total 190 152.7958
Level of Significance- .05TABLE 38
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENTPERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #29 - Providing tests which willhelp students in identifyingany defic-
iencies in basic skills which theymay have in reading, writing, or arithmetic.
(Basic Skill Diagnostic)
n 56 33 23 8 17 13 11
mean 2.67862.48483.17392.37502.64712.30772.9091
standard
deviation1.09721.03441.02921.1877.9315 .7511.9439
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 10.0082 1.6680 1.574
Within Groups 154 163.1967 1.0597
Total 160 173.2050
Level of Significance- No Significant DifferenceTABLE 39
THE EVALUATION OF THIRTY STUDENTPERSONNEL SERVICES BY EACH OF SEVEN POPULATIONS
Statement #30 - Maintaining a liaison with highschool students, staff, and admin-
istration.(High School Relations)
n 51 25 26 14 21 13 13
mean 2.60782.20001.92312.21432.33331.69231.9231
standard
deviation .9814 .7071.8910 .80181.2780 .6304.7596
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
Source D.F. Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio
Between Groups 6 14.9496 2.4916 2.929
Within Groups 156 132.7191 .8508
Total 162 147.6687
Level of Significance- .01APPENDIX I
TABLES 40 - 47
RANKED EFFECTIVENESS OF THIRTY STUDENTPERSONNEL SERVICES163
TABLE 40
RANKED EFFECTIVENESS OF THIRTY
STUDENT PERSONNEL SERVICES
Student Personnel Service Mean Score For
All Seven Groups
1.Student Counselling
2.Financial Aid
3.Admission and Registration
4.Pre-College Information
5.Student Graduation
6.Student Records
7.Student Advisement
8.High School Relations
9.Career Information
10.Staff Development
11.Recreational Activity
12.Non-Student Counselling
13.IntercollegiateAthletics
14.Co-Curricular Activity
15.Administrative Organization
16.Program Evaluation
17.Alumni Follow-Up
18.Basic Skill Development
19.Student Self-Government
1.7960
1.8104
1.8321
2.0545
2.0651
2.0892
2.1190
2.2393
2.2664
2.3033
2.3228
2.3263
2.3389
2.3693
2.3842
2.3983
2.4392
2.4703
2.4956164
TABLE 40 - Continued
Student Personnel Service Mean Score For
All Seven Groups
20.Graduate Placement
21.Student Transfer
22.Applicant Appraisal
23.Socio-Academic Regulations
24.Educational Testing
25.Basic Skill Diagnostic
26.Off-Campus Housing
27.Student Induction
28.Group Guidance
29.Applicant Consulting
30.Civic Involvement
2.5156
2.5275
2.5707
2.6490
2.6494
2.6770
2.7054
2.7121
2.7426
2.7933
3.01181
1
1
1
1
165
TABLE 41
GROUP 1
PRESENT COLLEGE STUDENTS
Student Personnel
Service Group 1 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
1.Student Counsell-
ing 1.7159 1.4615 1.7960
2.Financial Aid 1.7159 1.4615 1.8104
3.Admission and
Registration 1.8444 1.7692 1.8321
4.Student Advise-
ment 1.9765 1.9231 2.1190
5.Pre-College
Information 2.7609 2.7778 2.6490
6.Student Records 2.1972 1.7692 2.0892
7.Graduate Place-
ment 2.2414 2.6923 2.5156
8.Staff Develop-
ment 2.3125 2.6923 2.3033
9.Administrative
Organization 2.3380 1.7692 2.3842
O.Career Infor-
mation 2.3457 2.0769 2.2664
1.Recreational
Activities 2.3678 2.3846 2.3228
2.Alumni Follow-Up 2.3684 2.0769 2.4392
3.Non-Student
Counselling 2.3860 2.0833 2.3263
+.Student Grad-
uation 2.3939 1.6923 2.0651
5.Basic Skill
Development 2.4242 2.3077 2.4703166
TABLE 41 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 1 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
16.Co-Curricular
Activity 2.4302 2.0833 2.3693
17.Program Evalua-
tion 2.4634 3.0000 2.3983
18.Intercollegiate
Athletics 2.4543 1.9167 2.3389
19.Student Self-
Government 2.5844 1.9167 2.4956
20.High School
Relations 2.6078 1.6923 2.2393
21.Educational Testing2.6136 2.2727 2.6494
22.Group Guidance 2.6571 2.9091 2.7426
23.Basic Skill
Diagnostic 2.6786 2.3077 2.6770
24.Socio-Academic
Regulations
(Code of Student
Behavior) 2.7606 2.7778 2.6490
25.Applicant
Appraisal 2.7714 2.0000 2.5707
26.Student Induc-
tion 2.8182 2.7692 2.7121
27.Student Transfer 2.8448 2.0769 2.5275
28.Off-Campus
Housing 2.8472 2.6923 2.7054167
TABLE 41 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 1 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
9.Applicant
Consulting
0.Civic Involve-
ment
2.8590
1.7159
2.1538
1.4615
2.7933
1.7960168
TABLE 42
GROUP 2
LETHBRIDGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE GRADUATES
Student Personnel
Service Group 2 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
1.Admission and
Registration 1.6786 1.7692 1.8321
2.Student Counsell-
ing 1.7273 1.4615 1.7960
3.Financial Aid 1.8182 1.4615 1.8104
4.Student Advise-
ment 1.9630 1.9231 2.1190
5.Pre-College
Information 2.0000 1.6923 2.0545
6.Basic Skill
Development 2.0303 2.3077 2.4703
7.Program Eval-
uation 2.0377 3.0000 2.3983
8.Alumni Follow-Up 2.1277 2.0769 2.4392
9.Student Records 2.1800 1.7692 2.0892
10.High School
Relations 2.2000 1.6923 2.2393
11.Career Infor-
mation 2.2982 2.0769 2.2664
12.Student Grad-
uation 2.3200 1.6923 2.0651
13.Staff Develop-
ment 2.3226 2.6923 2.3033169
TABLE 42 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 2 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
14.Intercollegiate
Athletics 2.3509 1.9167 2.3389
15.Co-Curricular
Activity 2.3793 2.0833 2.3693
16.Applicant
Appraisal 2.3824 2.0000 2.5707
17.Administrative
Organization 2.3878 1.7692 2.3942
18.Educational
Testing 2.3947 2.2727 2.6494
19.Non-Student
Counselling 2.4000 2.0833 2.3263
20.Student Transfer 2.4118 2.0769 2.5275
21.Recreational
Activities 2.4655 2.3846 2.3228
22.Basic Skill
Diagnostic 2.4848 2.3077 2.6770
23.Student Self-
Government 2.5536 1.9167 2.4956
24.Applicant
Consulting 2.6341 2.1538 2.7933
25.Graduate
Placement 2.6809 2.6923 2.5156170
TABLE 42 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 2 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
6.Socio-Academic
Regulations
(Code of Student
Behavior) 2.7500 2.7778 2.6490
7.Student
Induction 2.7719 2.7692 2.7121
8.Off-Campus
Housing 2.8000 2.6923 2.7054
9.Group Guidance 2.8163 2.9091 2.7426
O.Civic Involvement 2.9574 3.3333 3.0118171
TABLE 43
GROUP 3
LETHBRIDGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY MEMBERS
Student Personnel
Service Group 3 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
1.Student
Graduation 1.4615 1.6923 2.0651
2.Financial Aid 1.6154 1.4615 1.8104
3.Student Records 1.7692 1.7692 2.0892
4.High School
Relations 1.9231 1.6923 2.2393
5.Student Transfer 2.0870 2.0769 2.5275
6.Admission and
Registration 2.1111 1.7692 1.8321
7.Recreational
Activities 2.1600 2.3846 2.3228
8.Pre-College
Information 2.2000 1.6923 2.0545
9.Non-Student
Counselling 2.2609 2.0833 2.3263
O.Off-Campus
Housing 2.2692 2.6923 2.7054
1.Staff Develop-
ment 2.2857 2.6923 2.3033
2.Career Infor-
mation 2.3043 2.0769 2.2664172
TABLE 43 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 3 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
3.Student Coun-
selling 2.3600 1.4615 1.7960
4.Intercollegiate
Athletics 2.4000 1.9167 2.3389
5.Co-Curricular
Activity 2.4167 2.0833 2.3693
6.Administrative
Organization 2.7083 1.7692 2.3842
7.Student Self-
Government 2.7391 1.9167 2.4956
8.Socio-Academic
Regulations
(Code of Student
Behavior) 2.7619 2.7778 2.6490
9.Program Eval-
uation 2.8333 3.0000 2.3983
O.Applicant
Appraisal 2.8421 2.0000 2.7507
1.Educational
Testing 2.8636 2.2727 2.6494
2.Applicant
Consulting 3.0000 2.1538 2.7933
3.Student Advise-
ment 3.0385 1.9231 2.1190173
TABLE 43 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 3 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
4.Student Induc-
tion 3.0769 2.7692 2.7121
5.Basic Skill
Development 3.1250 2.3077 2.7403
6.Group Guidance 3.1250 2.9091 2.7426
7.Alumni Follow-Up 3.1333 2.0769 2.4392
8.Basic Skill
Diagnostic 3.1739 2.3077 2.6770
9.Civic Involve-
ment 3.2667 3.3333 3.0118
0.Graduate Place-
ment 3.3043 2.6923 2.5156174
TABLE 44
GROUP 4
MEMBERS OF LETHBRIDGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE BOARDS OF GOVERNORS
Student Personnel
Service Group 4 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
1.Student Gradua-
tion 1.4286 1.6923 2.0651
2.Student Counsell-
ing 1.5333 1.4615 1.7960
3.Financial Aid 1.6429 1.4615 1.8104
4.Off-Campus
Housing 1.7143 2.6923 2.7054
5.Pre-College
Information 1.8000 1.6923 2.0545
6.Staff Develop-
ment 1.8333 2.6923 2.3033
7.Admission &
Registration 2.0000 1.7692 1.8321
8.Student Advise-
ment 2.0000 1.9231 2.1190
9.Graduate Place-
ment 2.0000 2.6923 2.5156
O.Student Self-
Government 2.0000 1.9167 2.4956
1.Career Infor-
mation 2.0000 2.0769 2.2664
2.Student Transfer 2.0000 2.0769 2.5275175
TABLE 44 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 4 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
13.Applicant
Appraisal 2.0000 2.0000 2.5707
14.Student Induction 2.0714 2.7692 2.7121
15.Student Records 2.0769 1.7692 2.0892
16.Intercollegiate
Athletics 2.0833 1.9167 2.3389
17.Program Evaluation 2.1818 3.0000 2.3983
18.Recreational
Activities 2.2143 2.3846 2.3228
19.High School
Relations 2.2143 1.6923 2.2393
20.Applicant
Consulting 2.2222 2.1538 2.7933
21.Administrative
Organization 2.3000 1.7692 2.3842
22.Non-Student
Counselling 2.3077 2.0833 2.3263
23.Socio-Academic
Regulation (Code
of Student Behavior)2.3077 2.7778 2.6490
24.Basic Skill
Diagnostic 2.3750 2.3077 2.6770
25.Group Guidance 2.4000 2.9091 2.7426176
TABLE 44 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 4 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
26.Alumni Follow-Up 2.4545 2.0769 2.4392
27.Educational
Testing 2.5000 2.2727 2.6494
28.Co-Curricular
Activity 2.7500 2.0833 2.3693
29.Basic Skill
Development 2.8000 2.3077 2.4703
30.Civiv Involvement 2.8889 3.3333 3.0118TABLE 45
GROUP 5
PARENTS OF PRESENT STUDENTS
Student Personnel
Service Group 5 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
1.Admission &
Registration 1.5800 1.7692 1.8321
2.Student Counsell-
ing 1.9268 1.4615 1.7960
3.Student Advise-
ment 2.0000 1.9231 2.1190
4.Graduate
Placement 2.1379 2.6923 2.5156
5.Socio-Academic
Regulation (Code
of Student Behavior)2.1471 2.7778 2.6490
6.Non-Student
Counselling 2.1563 2.0833 2.3263
7.Recreational
Activities 2.2000 2.3846 2.3228
8.Student Records 2.2143 1.7692 2.0892
9.Basic Skill
Development 2.2222 2.3077 2.4703
10.Program Evalua-
tion 2.2286 3.0000 2.3983
11.Staff Development 2.2308 2.6923 2.3033
12.Intercollegiate
Athletics 2.2432 1.9167 2.3389
177178
TABLE 45 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 5 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
13.Co-Curricular
Activity 2.2500 2.0833 2.3693
14.Career Informa-
tion 2.2619 2.0769 2.2664
15.Financial Aid 2.2632 1.4615 1.8104
16.Pre-College
Information 2.3125 1.6923 2.0545
17.High School
Relations 2.3333 1.6923 2.2393
18.Administrative
Organization 2.4348 1.7692 2.3842
19.Student
Graduation 2.4500 1.6923 2.0651
20.Student Self-
Government 2.4848 1.9167 2.4956
21.Student Induc-
tion 2.5319 2.7692 2.7121
22.Applicant
Appraisal 2.5714 2.0000 2.5707
23.Group Guidance 2.6471 2.9091 2.7426
24.Basic Skill
Diagnostic 2.6471 2.3077 2.6770
25.Civic Involve-
ment 2.7826 3.3333 3.0118179
TABLE 45 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 5 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
26.Student Transfer 2.9655 2.0769 2.5275
27.Applicant
Consulting 3.1250 2.1538 2.7933
28.Educational
Testing 3.1364 2.2727 2.6494
29.Alumni Follow-
Up 3.1538 2.0769 2.4392
30.Off-Campus
Housing 3.1295 2.6923 2.7054180
TABLE 46
GROUP 6
LETHBRIDGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENT PERSONNEL STAFF
Student Personnel
Services Group 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
1.Student Counsel-
ling
1.4615 1.7960
2.Financial Aid 1.4615 1.8104
3.High School
Relations 1.6923 2.2393
4.Pre-College
Information 1.6923 2.0545
5.Student
Graduation 1.6923 2.0651
6.Student Records 1.7692 2.0892
7.Admission &
Registration 1.7692 1.8321
8.Administrative
Organization 1.7692 2.3842
9.Intercollegiate
Athletics 1.9167 2.3389
10.Student Self-
Government 1.9167 2.4956
11.Student Advise-
ment 1.9231 2.1190
12.Applicant
Appraisal 2.0000 2.5707
13.Student Transfer 2.0769 2.5275
14.Alumni Follow-
Up 2.0769 2.4392181
TABLE 46 Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
15.Career Infor-
mation 2.0769 2.2664
16.Non-Student
Counselling 2.0833 2.3263
17.Co-Curricular
Activity 2.0833 2.3693
18.Applicant
Consulting 2.1538 2.7933
19.Educational
Testing 2.2727 2.6494
20.Basic Skill
Diagnostic 2.3077 2.6770
21.Basic Skill
Development 2.3077 2.4703
22.Recreational
Activities 2.3846 2.3228
23.Staff Develop-
ment 2.6923 2.3033
24.Graduate Place-
ment 2.6923 2.5156
25.Off-Campus
Housing 2.6923 2.7054
26.Student
Induction 2.7692 2.7121182
TABLE 46 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
27.Socio-Academic
Regulation
(Code of Student
Behavior) 2.7778 2.6490
28.Group Guidance 2.9091 2.7426
29.Program Evalua-
tion 3.0000 2.3983
30.Civic Involve-
ment 3.3333 3.0118183
TABLE 47
GROUP 7
OFFICERS OF THE LETHBRIDGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE
Student Personnel
Service Group 7 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
1.Financial Aid 1.6154 1.4615 1.8104
2.Student Counsel-
ling 1.7692 1.4615 1.7960
3.Student Records 1.8333 1.7692 2.0892
4.Pre-College
Information 1.8462 1.6923 2.0545
5.Off-Campus
Housing 1.9231 2.6923 2.7054
6.Student Graduation 1.9231 1.6923 2.0651
7.High School
Relations 1.9231 1.6923 2.2393
8.Career Information 2.0769 2.0769 2.2664
9.Co-Curricular
Activity 2.0769 2.0833 2.3693
10.Recreational
Activities 2.1667 2.3846 2.3228
11.Student Transfer 2.1818 2.0769 2.5275
12.Student Induction 2.2500 2.7692 2.7121
13.Intercollegiate
Athletics 2.2500 1.9167 2.3389184
TABLE 47 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 7 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
14.Student Self-
Government 2.4167 1.9167 2.4956
15.Staff Development 2.4286 2.6923 2.3033
16.Applicant
Appraisal 2.6000 2.0000 2.5707
17.Non-Student
Counselling 2.6154 2.0833 2.3263
18.Administartive
Organization 2.6154 1.7692 2.3842
19.Student Advisement 2.6154 1.9231 2.1190
20.Alumni Follow-Up 2.6364 2.0769 2.4392
21.Program Evaluation 2.6923 3.0000 2.3983
22.Applicant
Consulting 2.7692 2.1538 2.7933
23.Educational
Testing 2.7778 2.2727 2.6494
24.Admission &
Registration 2.8182 1.7692 1.8321
25.Group Guidance 2.8333 2.9091 2.7426
26.Graduate Placement 2.9091 2.6923 2.5156
27.Basic Skill
Diagnostic 2.9091 2.3077 2.6770185
TABLE 47 - Continued
Student Personnel
Service Group 7 MeanGroup 6 Mean
Mean of Seven
Groups
28.Basic Skill
Development 3.0833 2.3077 2.4703
29.Socio-Academic
Regulation
(Code of Student
Behavior) 3.0833 2.7778 2.6490
30.Civic Involve-
ment 3.8571 3.3333 3.0118